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Editorial Introduction

Betsy Gilliland
University of Hawai’i at Mānoa
Grant Eckstein
Brigham Young University

W

elcome to the second issue of our third year of publication. As
the journal has become more established, we are seeing a wide
range of fascinating research and teaching work related to response to writing in both first and second language contexts. This issue is
no different.
In this issue, we present two research articles, two teaching articles,
and a book review. In the first piece, “L2 Learners’ Engagement with Direct
Written Corrective Feedback in First-Year Composition Courses,” Izabela
Uscinski examines how second language learners of English engage with
feedback from their college writing teachers. Uscinski draws on Svalberg’s
(2009) definition of engagement, suggesting that it “encompasses not only
the cognitive realm, but also affective and social.” To better understand how
writers make use of written corrective feedback and whether it leads to
meta-awareness and noticing of language structures, she recruited eight
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Chinese-L1 first-year college students taking a stretch composition course
at a university in the United States. She asked the students to meet with her
when they had received grammar feedback from their teachers and recorded
the computer screen as they revised their essays. Playing back the recordings, she then asked the students to discuss what they had done and why.
Uscinski found that most of the feedback the students received was
in the form of direct corrections, primarily in which their teachers used
Track Changes to write in the correct form. For the most part, the students accepted these changes and moved on without thinking about reasons behind them. When the direct correction was provided in the form
of a comment expressed with hedged language or metalinguistic feedback,
however, the students engaged with it, considered the reasoning for the
changes, and at times revised in a different way than the teacher had suggested. When asked, one student explained that he felt the feedback in the
form of comments indicated the teacher saw those as more important errors than those that had been directly corrected. Uscinski concludes that
engagement does not necessarily lead to meta-awareness and recommends
that teachers need to teach students how to make use of comments and
WCF as well as to hold them accountable for learning from the feedback
they receive.
Making use of this final recommendation, Hee-Seung Kang and Julie
Dykema’s study in the second feature article of this issue, “Critical Discourse
Analysis of Student Responses to Teacher Feedback on Student Writing,”
considers English-fluent students’ written reflections on the feedback they
received from their teacher. Also located in a first-year composition course
in a large U.S. university, this study focuses on a brief written text students
provided describing their response to teacher commentary on a course assignment. Analyzed using Critical Discourse Analysis as a framework, the
texts revealed students’ identities as emerging academic writers and their
perceived positioning in relation to their teacher.
Kang and Dykema found that the students took up teacher-like language in writing their responses, hedging negative comments so as to
mitigate the impact. Their language constructed them as “good students”
who understood what the teacher wanted them to do and would follow
through in their revisions. Students also used the response text as an
Gilliland, Betsy, and Grant Eckstein. (2017). “Editorial Introduction.” Journal of Response to
Writing, 3(2): 1–5.
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opportunity to assert their own authority, questioning or refuting teacher
recommendations for revision. The authors conclude that the reflection
assignment empowered the students to feel as if their voices were being
heard as members of an academic community. They recommend that
other teachers consider taking up such practices as hedged comments
and recommendations so that “students are presented with advice they
can consider, and options they can explore as they wield their authority
as writers.”
In the first teaching article of this issue, “Encouraging Active Participation
in Feedback,” Claire Louise Rodway presents a teacher’s perspective on a similar practice of cover sheets in which students respond to teacher feedback.
Rodway describes a process she used as the instructor of three classes of
undergraduate English as an Additional Language students at an Australian
university. After they had submitted drafts of writing assignments, Rodway
asked students to complete an interactive self-reflection and assessment cover sheet where they could discuss their understanding of the assessment criteria and their own texts. These self-assessments then served as
starting points for teacher feedback on the submitted drafts. Rodway’s
teaching article demonstrates the effectiveness of starting response from
students’ own concerns.
The second teaching article of this issue is Bee Chamcharatsri’s “‘I
Could Express Feeling Completely’: Inviting L2 Writers to Use L1 in Peer
Responses.” The article describes the responses given by Chamcharatsri’s
first-year composition students at a U.S. university after he gave them the
opportunity to provide peer response using their first or home languages
to students who shared that L1. The students almost universally appreciated the option to speak in their L1 when giving oral feedback, but many
preferred to give written feedback in English. Chamcharatsri suggests,
“Instead of discouraging students to use their L1s, we need to look at their
L1s as another linguistic resource.”
The final piece in this issue is a review of the book Written Corrective
Feedback for L2 Development. In this review of John Bitchener and Neomy
Storch’s comprehensive synthesis of research on WCF, Taichi Yamashita
highlights the contributions of the work and points out a few of its limitations.
Taken together, the pieces in this issue emphasize the varied ways that
Gilliland, Betsy, and Grant Eckstein. (2017). “Editorial Introduction.” Journal of Response to
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response to writing can be structured to maximize students’ learning.
Whether it is teacher-provided corrective feedback or students’ responses
to their own or their peers’ texts, all forms of feedback engage learners in
seeing themselves as members of an academic community. We hope that
these articles are of use to you in your teaching and research activities.
We thank our authors for their contributions and the reviewers who
offered substantial and thoughtful feedback on each article.
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Critical Discourse Analysis of Student
Responses to Teacher Feedback on
Student Writing
Hee-Seung Kang
Sheridan College
Julie Dykema
University of Washington
This study explores student written responses to teacher feedback and analyzes these responses through the framework of critical discourse analysis
(CDA). Drawing on CDA, we examined the structural, interactional, and
interdiscursive features of 21 students’ paragraph-length comments on
formative teacher feedback on their first assignment draft in a first-year
composition class and investigated relations between the text, interaction,
and context. The structural analysis indicates that the students’ comments
demonstrate their emerging academic literacy skills. Our interactional
analysis shows that most students took on an active role as a good student
and a hardworking writer, but some students exerted their agency by taking
the opportunity to resist the authority of the teacher, while others rejected
it altogether. Our interdiscursive analysis illustrates that students used not
only language from the teacher’s comments, but also metalanguage of the
composition classroom to formulate their responses. Based on our findings, we discuss implications for teaching practices and future avenues for
research on students’ responses to teacher feedback.
Keywords: critical discourse analysis; feedback; student response; teacher-written commentary; academic literacy
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Introduction
Over the last few decades, approaches to teaching composition have
continuously changed to reflect developments in composition and rhetoric.
Although there have been major shifts in writing pedagogy, Ferris (1995)
points out that teacher feedback has always remained a crucial part of
writing instruction. Teacher feedback imparts direct teaching to individual students, thereby allowing students to understand their own strengths
and weaknesses in writing. As such, teacher feedback provides a means
for students’ revision and future work, and also plays an important role
in students’ development of autonomy as writers (Fife & O’Neill, 2001).
In addition to the influence it has on students’ writing development,
producing written commentary on students’ writing is one of the most
time-consuming and challenging tasks for composition teachers (Stern &
Solomon, 2006). As the feedback process requires teachers’ commitment and
investment in time, teachers and scholars in composition have continuously
questioned ways teachers can provide effective and constructive feedback
on students’ writing.
Meeting students’ feedback needs is a step toward establishing a
student-teacher relationship that fosters students’ development in the writing classroom and their agency as writers. With the goal of establishing a
dialogue to facilitate their academic socialization, this study observes the
expression of students’ identities and positionings in the revision process
and the workings of power dynamics in feedback practices. We examine
the paragraph-length written comments of 21 students as they responded
to their teacher’s formative feedback on an assignment draft in a first-year
composition (FYC) class. Through critical discourse analysis (CDA), we
analyze the structural, interactional, and interdiscursive choices students
make in establishing their role as developing academic writers. Focusing
on students’ direct written responses to teacher feedback has provided a
microperspective on students’ perceptions of teacher feedback, and employing CDA as our framework has facilitated the analysis of student and
writer identity and further identification of power in the writing classroom. The use of CDA fills a gap in the existing literature on power and
identity in response research. Implications for teaching include ways that
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teachers can establish a dialogue with students about their writing so as
to encourage and develop students’ metacognitive practices and promote
their authorial identities.

Literature Review
To identify how teachers can provide effective and constructive
feedback, scholars in the field of composition studies have mainly examined
two aspects of teacher feedback: the nature of the feedback, and students’
response to the feedback. First, researchers have identified and described
patterns of teacher commentary. By collecting a large number of teacher
comments, researchers have classified the teacher feedback types and made
suggestions on teachers’ feedback practices (e.g., Connors & Lunsford,
1988, 1993; Lunsford & Straub, 2006; Searle & Dillon, 1980; Smith, 1997;
Sommers, 1999; Stern & Solomon, 2006). Searle and Dillon (1980) found
that teachers respond overwhelmingly to form rather than content. Teacher
response typically either evaluated the writing’s grammar and mechanics,
or used comments as a form of instruction to correct mechanical errors. In
a large-scale study that examined 3,000 teacher-marked papers, Connors
and Lunsford (1988) also found that among teachers of American college
freshmen and sophomores, the most common type of response was
correcting spelling errors. In their follow-up study, Connors and Lunsford
(1993) analyzed the same set of papers from their previous studies and
examined the global comments made by teachers. The findings of the
study illustrate that most teachers (77%) provided comments that included global and rhetorical comments, and the most common type of global
comments (42%) began positively and then shifted to negative ones. Stern
and Solomon (2006) attempted to replicate Connors and Lunsford’s (1993)
study, but examined teacher-marked papers from across the disciplines.
The study identified that more than half of the papers (61%) had a comment that addressed the overall quality of the paper and many of them
functioned as justification of students’ grades. Understanding teachers’
feedback practices more broadly offers us a window into students’ potential
prior knowledge and experiences with the writing and revision process.
Another approach has explored the effects of teacher feedback by
soliciting students’ perceptions of and preferences for teacher comments.
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The studies in this area have used a variety of methodological approaches
to better understand students’ reactions to teachers’ written commentary.
Some researchers used a large-scale questionnaire to investigate students’
general preferences on types of teacher comments. Based on a survey
of 154 basic writers, Lynch and Klemans (1978) suggested that effective
comments are detailed, clear, factual, and positive. Straub (1997) similarly
examined a 40-item questionnaire to investigate first-year college students’
reactions to variables of teacher response and found that students equally
favored comments on both global and local matters. While students
preferred elaborated comments, they did not like comments that seemed
to be controlling their writing. Treglia (2008) collected qualitative data
by interviewing two first-year composition instructors and their 14 L1
and L2 students to explore students’ responses to the teachers’ written
comments. Students in this study found comments to be helpful when
they provided specific suggestions, acknowledged their writing, and gave
choices for revising. Other researchers used think-aloud methods and
asked students to verbalize their responses to capture their initial reactions to teacher feedback (Hayes & Daiker, 1984; Scrocco, 2012; Still &
Koerber, 2010). Using think-aloud methods, Scrocco (2012) argues that
closed remarks that direct students to make particular changes can impede
students from actively engaging in their writing process, and she further
emphasizes the importance of teachers offering conversational feedback.
Despite the varying methods of examining students’ response to teacher
feedback, the existing studies show consistent findings: students prefer
comments when they are clear and provide specific suggestions without
directing them to make particular changes.
The previous studies on teacher feedback have enhanced our understanding of patterns in teacher comments and students’ perceptions of
teacher feedback. However, feedback studies in the field of composition
have paid limited attention to students’ negotiation of power and identity
and have rarely used a critical discourse analysis (CDA) approach to account for students’ engagement with a feedback practice. In those studies
in which power issues in teacher feedback have been mentioned, power
was treated as a static concept in the recognition of a power mismatch between teacher and students (Stern & Solomon, 2006; Straub, 1997). The
Kang, Hee-Seung, and Julie Dykema. (2017). “Critical Discourse Analysis of Student
Responses to Teacher Feedback on Student Writing.” Journal of Response to Writing, 3(2):
6–35.

10 • Hee-Seung Kang and Julie Dykema

limitation of this perspective is that it positions students as passive recipients of power and does not conceive of them as active agents who can
negotiate power and identity and develop autonomy as writers. Richardson
(2000) drew on Foucault’s complex notion of power as a way to understand students’ perception of teacher feedback in a portfolio classroom.
However, the study investigated the impact of power on students’ portfolio
revision process rather than examining the ways students negotiate their
power and identity in feedback practices. Few studies to date have examined how students negotiate power and identity in the feedback process.
Sutton and Gill (2010) interviewed 21 students in England and Scotland
to examine students’ understanding of and values regarding feedback,
the ways in which tutor and student identities affect feedback practices,
and the relationship between power/knowledge and students’ engagement with feedback practices. Drawing on CDA as we do, their study provides useful insight on how power and identity affect feedback practices in
general, but the study does not analyze direct written responses to teacher
feedback on a specific writing assignment. In contrast, our study examines
a written form in which students negotiate power and identity through the
feedback practices on a particular essay in a first-year composition class.
Our study further differentiates itself in that it extends beyond the content
analysis common to feedback studies by using a CDA approach to explore
the ways in which students express their written feedback on teacher comments. While a content analysis is a direct way of examining students’ reactions to teacher feedback, students’ perception of responses has rarely been
examined from a microscopic perspective such as by analyzing the structure of students’ responses, word choices, and other linguistic strategies in
their responses. Wetherell, Taylor, and Yates (2001) argue that examining
discourse is to study “human meaning-making” (p. 3) and that it leads to
“discovery and theorization of pattern and order” (p. 5). In this sense, examining student discourse on teacher feedback provides the potential for
learning more about students’ perceptions of teacher feedback.
To address these research gaps in teacher feedback studies, we collected
data in the form of 21 first-year students’ written reactions to teacher comments on their first assignment draft as part of the revision process in a firstyear composition course with portfolio assessment. We use the term student
Kang, Hee-Seung, and Julie Dykema. (2017). “Critical Discourse Analysis of Student
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written response to teacher feedback to describe the paragraph-length responses that students wrote in the dialogue box of an electronic course
management system in response to a prompt their instructor gave them
when their papers were returned with formative feedback. The prompt
solicited students’ written comments on the instructor’s comments (cf.
Methodology and Data Analysis below). Upon electronic submission of
their comments, students earned points toward their participation grade
for completing the task. Here we analyze the structural, interactional,
and interdiscursive features of the students’ comments using Fairclough’s
(2001) analytical framework for CDA. This study also draws from composition studies as well as Foucauldian and Bakhtinian perspectives. In what
follows, we discuss the theoretical orientation of the study as well as the
concepts of discourse, power, and identity. The section after that presents
our findings and we conclude with implications for teaching and feedback
practices.

Theoretical Background
The theoretical orientation framing this study is critical discourse
analysis (Fairclough, 2010; Van Dijk, 1997; Wodak & Meyer, 2015). Critical
discourse analysis (CDA) is an interdisciplinary approach to the study of
discourse that views language as a form of social practice. According to
Fairclough (2010), CDA aims to uncover relationships between language,
society, ideology, politics, and culture through focusing on language.
Because language is seen as a part of society, a social process (both production and interpretation), and a socially conditioned process, analyzing
discourse is not merely analyzing the discourse itself. Rather, it is to analyze
the dialectic relation between language and social reality (Fairclough,
2010). With its sensitivity to power and ideology, CDA provides ways to
approach injustice and unequal distribution of power by studying forms
of language. Specifically, CDA can contribute to the field of rhetoric and
composition by providing a “repertoire of precise, context-specific tools”
that can be used to interrogate power and ideology and assess pedagogy in
the composition classroom and beyond (Huckin, Andrus, & Clary-Lemon,
2012, p. 110). Fairclough, Mulderrig, and Wodak (2011) summarize the
main tenets of CDA, which include the following: (a) Power relations are
Kang, Hee-Seung, and Julie Dykema. (2017). “Critical Discourse Analysis of Student
Responses to Teacher Feedback on Student Writing.” Journal of Response to Writing, 3(2):
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discursive, (b) Discourse constitutes society and culture, (c) Discourse
analysis is interpretive and explanatory, and (d) Discourse is a form of social interaction (pp. 258–284).
Fairclough’s (1992, 2001) analytical framework reflects the three dimensions of discourse (text, interaction, and context) and aims to examine relations between them (see Figure 1). The three dimensions of CDA are
(1) description of spoken or written language text, (2) interpretation of the
relationship between text and interaction (the process of text production
and consumption), and (3) explanation of the relationship between interaction and social context.

Text
Discursive Practice
(production, distribution, consumption)
Sociocultural practices
Figure 1. Fairclough’s (1992, p. 73) three-dimensional conception of discourse
The first stage is analyzing text, which involves analyzing linguistic
features such as vocabulary, grammar, and textual structures. The second
stage is examining text production and consumption, and power relations
involved in this process. Finally, the third stage analyzes intertextual
relations between texts, focusing on how external factors affect the text
under examination.

Discourse, Power, and Identity
This study draws on Bakhtin’s (1982) dialogic principles, which
are centered on the co-construction of discourses. Dialogic principles
recognize a multiplicity of perspectives and voices, and discourse is seen
Kang, Hee-Seung, and Julie Dykema. (2017). “Critical Discourse Analysis of Student
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as endless and unfinalizable because it constantly interacts and engages
with other works and voices. Central to the notion is the concept of
heteroglossia, which is the “base condition . . . [that] insures the primacy of context over text” (Bakhtin, 1982, p. 263). Bakhtin (1982) points out
that “At any given time, in any given place, there will be a set of conditions—social, historical, meteorological, physiological—that will insure
that a word uttered in that place and at that time will have a meaning
different than it would have under any other conditions” (p. 263). This
means that because text or language does not have a fixed meaning, it has
to be understood within its social, historical, and cultural contexts. In
Bakhtin’s (1982) view, language is a site of struggle between centripetal
and centrifugal forces, the former being authoritative, centralizing discourses, and the latter being diversifying, often internal discourses. The
prompt in this study asked students to document what Bakhtin calls students’ “inner speech” by describing their personal dialogue about their
writing. In this way, students could “actively engage in constructing the
terms and conditions of their own learning” (Lantolf & Pavlenko, 2001,
p. 173). Their own learning, then, entails negotiating language as a site of
struggle in the process of understanding their writing progress. The students’ language reflects dialogicality, or “ventriloquation,” in which their
responses evoke and invoke the voices of others, namely their present
and past teachers, as well as the social and pedagogical practices of the
writing classroom.
In understanding power, we adapt Foucault’s (1995) notion of power.
He conceives that power exists everywhere and unequal power relations
are constantly reinforced through the institutions, including the educational system. In that sense, classroom discourse is an example that reflects and reinforces differences in social status and authority between
teachers and students (Carlsen, 1991). In a composition class, a teacher’s
comments on a student paper are one of the principal means of exercising
power (Smith, 1997). In this case, the instructor exerts power by asking
students to write about her comments, giving them a due date for the assignment, and including it as a part of their participation grade. Although
the teacher retains the authority in the class, power is not a commodity
or a possession of an individual or a group (Foucault, 1995). Rather, it
Kang, Hee-Seung, and Julie Dykema. (2017). “Critical Discourse Analysis of Student
Responses to Teacher Feedback on Student Writing.” Journal of Response to Writing, 3(2):
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circulates and is exercised through a net-like organization, which means
that students can hold a kind of power over the teacher by commenting on
her comments. From this perspective, examining students’ responses to
the teacher’s comments allows us to explore the power relations between the
teacher and students.
In this article, we see identity to be socially constructed (McNamara,
1997) and embedded within power relations (Norton, 2013; Pavlenko,
2004). Identity is our sense of who we are and our relationship to the world
(Ivanic, 1998; Norton, 2013; Kanno, 2003). We negotiate our sense of self
through language within and across different sites at different points in
time, and we gain or are denied access to social capital through language
(Norton, 2013). In other words, language is not a neutral means of communication, but it is through language that writers position themselves.
In much the same way, we turn to students’ written responses to teacher
feedback to gauge students’ positionings.

Research Questions
The goal of this study is to better understand student written responses
to teacher feedback and to examine discourse in the context of the social
practices surrounding it; namely, revision of student papers and students’
demonstration of the metacognitive processes involved in that revision.
The research questions addressed were as follows:
1. How do students respond when the teacher requests a written response to the teacher’s formative feedback on draft
writing in a FYC course?
2. What textual characteristics do student written responses to
teacher feedback have?
3. How do students negotiate identity and power through their
written responses to teacher feedback?

Methodology and Data Analysis
The data for this study were collected in a FYC composition course in
a large public research university in the Northwest. Students are required
to take courses to fulfill their composition credits in order to graduate.
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This FYC class is an expository writing class that many first-year students
take to satisfy this requirement, with varying levels of enthusiasm toward
the writing process, the course goals, and writing in general. A network of
practices in the FYC class aids students in reaching the course goals:
students submit drafts of papers, some of which have been first reviewed by
their peers, and instructors offer formative feedback on the writing, which
will ultimately be revised for the final course portfolio. Serving as a reader
reaction and an opportunity for specific instruction, the feedback is oriented toward helping student writers improve their work to better fulfill
a set of course outcomes. In the last weeks of the course, students select
their best work and make an argument in their final portfolio as to how the
compiled work fulfills the outcomes.
The students’ first assignment that was eligible for revision and inclusion in their final portfolios was a two- to three-page claim-based argument about Paulo Freire’s “The ‘Banking’ Concept of Education.” The
instructor wrote comments on the submission of their first draft of the assignment and requested feedback from students on the comments. While
students had posted shorter responses to the course readings on a course
discussion board, this comment exchange was the first one to take place on
a portfolio-eligible assignment. Our data consist of the prompt soliciting
comments on the teacher’s formative feedback, accompanied by the written responses of 21 students. The students wrote their responses to teacher
feedback as part of their course tasks from the following prompt:
As part of your participation grade, you are asked to comment on
my comments. In a short paragraph, please respond by describing
(1) what you understood as the main areas for revision, (2) any comments that you did not understand, and (3) anything that you found
particularly helpful and would like to see more of. Please post your
comment in the comment box (not as an attachment) of this draft
within a week of receiving my comments draft.

Students typed their comments in a dialogue box found in the submission box in the course management system.
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The second author collected the data as part of students’ assignments
in the FYC class, and received consent from students to use their coursework for instructional, training, or research purposes. The participants
in the study were primarily L1 English writers or writers who had spent the
majority of their schooling in English-medium instruction in the United
States. Participants were selected by convenience sampling (Merriam &
Tisdell, 2015), as all participants were enrolled in a FYC course taught by the
second author. The students were 18- to 19-years-old, and 12 were female
and 9 male. We assigned each of the 21 students a pseudonym to protect
their privacy. After the quarter was over, we examined the data—students’
first step in processing teacher comments from the locus of students’ choices made in their comments on teacher feedback. We identified patterns
at the textual and conceptual levels in what Merriam and Tisdell (2015)
might consider “researcher-generated documents” and compared the
preliminary findings with the second author’s observations about students
and their writing from the class (p. 163). Both authors contributed to the
data analysis and writing of this article.
We acknowledge that the prompt itself may have constrained students’
responses. There is some doubt as to whether the students could actually
say what they wanted to say within the parameters of the prompt because it
specifically asked them to respond to three points. In the prompt, however,
the teacher covertly provided room for suggestions and criticism, as the
second part of the prompt asked students to describe “any” comments
that were unclear. It is assumed that most comments were clear, but
students were invited to talk about their concerns. The students could
also describe “anything that they would like to see more of,” which allows
students to make requests to meet their needs. We recognize that students’
responses might also have been affected by the pressure of grades; they
were to receive points from their responses, which may have influenced
how they responded. In order to get those points, however, students had to
turn in their drafts to first receive instructor comments, thereby reinforcing the steps involved in drafting and revising.
The prompt asked students to respond to the feedback in an academic
way by recontextualizing their teacher’s comments. Students were required
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to demonstrate their knowledge of writing by describing the key points
for revision in point one. Point two allows for the self-positioning of
the student as the response is subject to the student’s interpretation of the
word “understand.” Some students might read this point as an invitation
to ask questions about the meaning of a comment, or to disagree with a
comment, or to offer negative feedback of some kind. Similarly, point three
asks the student to perform a socially constructed role by offering positive
feedback about the comments. Given that the points were numbered, we
could expect a list of points in response, even though the prompt requested
a response in paragraph form.

Findings
Structural Analysis
In this section, in an attempt to situate students’ responding practices
in their rhetorical setting and judge the effectiveness of teacher comments,
we explore student responses to teacher feedback on student writing and
discuss the range of options from which students chose to structure their
comments. All the students who submitted their comments, except for two,
were trying to apply and demonstrate what they learned in the composition
class as a new member of the academic community. Since the comments
counted as part of their participation grade, students understood this as
a task to be given the same thought and rhetorical considerations as their
other assignments. As such, students usually wrote a paragraph to address
the three questions posed in the prompt. Six students wrote two or three
paragraphs, and structured their response like an essay, with the last paragraph generally functioning as a conclusion. The last paragraph included
global comments confirming the usefulness of the teacher comments.
In all cases, the students strived to display their understanding of the task
as part of their work in the composition class.
Students used an academic tone throughout the writing, which may
have been an indication of the seriousness of their response, or a routinized
reaction to academic writing that is assigned a grade. Only two students
deviated from the pattern. Michael used a numbered list in both comments
to respond to all the questions, but half of his comments were one sentence,

Kang, Hee-Seung, and Julie Dykema. (2017). “Critical Discourse Analysis of Student
Responses to Teacher Feedback on Student Writing.” Journal of Response to Writing, 3(2):
6–35.

18 • Hee-Seung Kang and Julie Dykema

making the response an outlier for its form and its brevity. Ryan used a
personal letter form, and his comments started with “Dear [Instructor’s
First Name]” and ended with his full name. Although he did not address
the teacher with a formal title, he showed his formality by using his full
name in his comments.
We speculate that the prompt guided the order of topics covered in
the students’ responses. Students were first asked to write what they understood as the main areas of revision and then discuss any comments
they did not understand. As expected, many of the comments did begin
with their understanding of the main areas for revision, and none of the
comments began with what they did not understand about the comment.
Another strong influence on their response order might be the generic
conventions of comments. Smith (1997), in her study of end comments,
argues that teachers are pressured to follow the convention to begin
with positive comments. The students probably have seen many teacher
comments throughout their education, and might be producing a similar
pattern. The common phrase “I understand that . . . ” was followed by the
specific details and examples in their papers.
The linguistic strategies that students used to answer parts two and
three of the prompt were remarkably different from each other. When students made positive comments on teacher comments, they used a range
of different words and phrases to describe the usefulness of the comments they received. Table 1 shows the frequency of all the words and
phrases that were used to explain their opinions. The word “helpful”
was used most frequently and was often combined with adverbs emphasizing the degree of helpfulness.
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Table 1
Word Choices that Described the Effectiveness of Teacher Feedback

Positive comments

Instances

Positive comments

Instances

helped/helpful

10

like/liked

4

very helpful

10

really like

1

really helpful

4

really enjoyed

1

particularly helpful

3

pleased

1

most helpful

2

informative

1

pretty helpful

1

clear

1

considerably helpful

1

pretty clear

1

extremely helpful

1

not ambiguous and direct

1

particularly useful

1

made sense

1

nice to read

1

self-explanatory

1

While students explicitly wrote how helpful the teacher’s comments
were, most preferred to hedge or use implicit sentences when they wrote
about the comments they didn’t understand. Daniel used “a bit” to soften
his statement: “I was a bit confused . . .” Nicole used an interrogative
instead of a declarative sentence: “Was this comment asking for me to directly reference Fish (a course text) or was it mostly because it wouldn’t be
something Fish says?” Similarly, Sarah wrote, “The only thing that I am
unsure of is if you felt I incorporated Fish into my essay sufficiently.” She
emphasized that this was “the only thing” that she was “unsure” about,
which implies that other comments were clear. It is interesting to note the
subject that they used for this sentence. The students could have said, “Your
comments were not clear in place A.” Instead, Daniel and Sarah took responsibility for not understanding, and Nicole asked whether “this comment” meant what she thought it did. However, two students chose to write
directly about the comments that were vague to them. Ryan wrote, “One of
the comments that I did not understand . . .” and Amanda wrote, “I don’t understand which direction you want me to go with this particular sentence.”
Students displayed a range of different strategies to address their lack of understanding or concerns about clarity in the comments. Yet, the traits that
emerge from our structural analysis on the whole point to students’ use of
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teacher-like strategies in the order and organization as well as the tone of
their responses. Students directly stated what was clear to them, and for
the most part, softened the blame for comments they did not understand.
By using teacher-like strategies, students not only demonstrate their familiarity with conventions of teacher comments such as hedging and indirect
critiques, but they also highlight their willingness to speak up about their
concerns for the next steps in their writing.
Interactional Analysis
Good student identity in student comments. In writing for the teacher’s comments, many students constructed their identity as a good student
for the teacher. All the students except Michael used “I” as the subject in
their comments, reflecting the fact that they are taking responsibility for
their work. Especially in responding to point number one, some students
used the assignment not only to show their knowledge of writing, but
also as a place to show their good student identity. Students stated, “I need
to clarify . . . ,” “I realized that . . . ,” “The main area for revision that I need to
make is . . . ,” “I understood that I need to strengthen my argument . . . ,”
to list just a few. They used “I” to show their acknowledgement of their active role as a student and writer. The students asserted that they understood
the comments and that they themselves would change their papers based
on the teacher’s suggestions. However, Michael, who used a numbered list,
omitted the subject of the action by using a command form: “Strengthen
the claim to encompass more while making the introduction more concise.” Through use of an imperative form, he acknowledged his plan to
carry out the suggestions. Sarah interestingly deviated from the pattern
that most students followed in order to show her good student identity. She
organized the first paragraph about the comments from a writing center
on campus and the second paragraph about those from the teacher. Given
the fact that the students were only asked to respond to the teacher’s
comments, we surmise that Sarah wanted to show her devotion to the
revision process and her investment in the paper.
Constructing a good student identity may not necessarily represent
agreement with the teacher’s comments, even if most students show that
they agreed with the teacher and they found the teacher comments to be
very useful. Kayla even refers to the helpfulness of the comments twice in a
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short paragraph. First, she wrote “comments are helpful” and she reiterated
that thought in the next sentence, saying, “Once again, I like having you
point out what is weakening my argument so that I can better my paper in
a revision.” In contrast, Amanda justified her writing and questioned the
teacher’s comments on her paper. One of the teacher’s comments suggested
that she include an explicit statement, and she responded, “I was confused
with this critique, for a few sentences earlier in the paragraph I had stated
that because . . .” She did not agree with the teacher, but she wanted to clarify
the reason behind the comment so as to improve the quality of her paper.
Among the students’ feedback, Amanda’s two comments were significantly
longer than the others. She was actively engaged in the writing and revision
process, and took this as an opportunity to develop her writing. In sum,
students displayed their identity as good students with various strategies.
Power relations between the teacher and student. Many students
used this response as an opportunity to respect or not respect the teacher’s
self-positioning as an authority figure. For example, Ryan started off, “I
also agree that . . .” The verb “agree” empowers Ryan as someone who can
judge the value of the teacher’s comments and make an equal argument.
He went on to write, “What benefits would that (the teacher’s proposed
change) give my paper?” His linguistic choices show that he does not
regard the teacher’s comments as an absolute command. He establishes
the position of the teacher as a collaborator who can exchange feedback,
and he is the one to make the final decisions on the changes to his paper.
Straub (2000) argues that the teacher’s role as a collaborator, facilitator, and
mentor achieves a good balance of power in a composition class. Ryan was
not alone in using this particular strategy, as approximately one-third of
the students used the verb “agree” in a similar manner, thus reinforcing
students’ willingness to exert their agency.
Another student, Alex, also questioned the validity of the teachers’
comments and the revision process, yet with a different motivation. He
wrote, “I understood the comments fairly well, it’s just following them
may be difficult.” He fulfills his task by saying he understood the teacher’s comments, but he doubts how practical the comments are to integrate
them in his paper. He avoided recontextualizing the comments or using
the shared language of the outcomes perhaps because he did not want to
follow the comments. “Following them” suggests his understanding of
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comments as a directive, which he seemed to want to resist. At this stage in
the course, he was not interested in doing revision of his work, as he had
mentioned in a later conference with his teacher. Alex may be resisting the
power from the educational institution, which is delivered by the teacher,
and thus further challenges the value of the revision process.
The students positioned themselves using a variety of nouns to refer to
themselves, the teacher, and the authors of the class readings. The term writer
was reserved for references to the scholars who wrote the texts chosen for
the class readings, as none of the students used the term self-referentially.
Nevertheless, students did adopt a writerly role in explicit and implicit ways.
By referring to herself as an “author,” Amanda asserted her identity and
agency in both comments: “Since I am the author of my essay . . . ” and “As
an author . . .” She explicitly sets up her identity in opposition to the reader
and takes on authorial power. Other students also represented themselves
as authors indirectly by making reference to the reader. In fact, eleven out
of the nineteen students who commented made a reference to another person without assigning that other person more authority than the “authors”
themselves. While they made assumptions about what their readers might
know and understand about their work, they did not assign the reader
“expert” status. In particular, two students equalized the power with their
reader by distancing themselves from the teacher. Emily wrote, “I can see
more clearly where a lot of things didn’t flow well or didn’t make sense to
someone else who was reading it.” Kevin also wrote, “I really find it helpful
when people make sure my sentences are clear and add ideas that I can include in my paper.” These word choices locate them as students who wrote
a paper, and the teacher as one of the people who read their paper. This
serves to equalize the power in the student-teacher relationship by not
establishing the teacher as an authority who has more knowledge than
they do.
Interdiscursive Analysis
In our data, the students responded to centripetal forces in the
Bakhtinian sense when they answered part one of the prompt about the main
areas for revision in their papers. The second part of the prompt opened
the door for students’ own interpretations of the teacher comments, since
this is where they were indirectly invited to critique the comments.
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Several students parroted the teacher’s commenting voice. In her
comments, the instructor referred to what the students did well by making
a declarative statement using second person pronouns and a verb in
the present tense (e.g., “You raise a valid point that . . .” ). Then, in their
responses, students changed the verb tense, but still made reference to
how the comments function by saying “you commented that . . .” or “you
mentioned that . . .” or “you showed me how . . .” Furthermore, in an attempt to familiarize students with the metalanguage of argument writing,
the instructor introduced this language in class and drew from it in giving
feedback. The students, in turn, mirrored that language in their comments.
For instance, in his response to the first short paper, Kevin stated, “I need to
vary the lengths of my sentences and recognize sentences in the body paragraphs that do not support my sub-claims.” The first clause in this statement refers to two margin comments he received about sentence variety
and complexity. The second clause refers to the following end comment:
When you look back at the body paragraphs, I think you’ll notice that
you jump around a bit among negatives and positives. In a revision,
you might want to take another look at your organization to make
sure each paragraph functions in the way that you think it does.

Although the instructor did not explicitly refer to sub-claims in her
feedback for that paper, the student understood that some of the sentences
in his body paragraphs did not directly support his sub-claim, a concern
relating to the third course outcome. The term sub-claim was introduced in
class, so the student showed his aptitude for discussing his writing by using
the appropriate vocabulary. In another student’s response, Eric repeated
the term the instructor used, and then added something of his own. The
instructor wrote:
Something that might help you organize your essay is to think
about the sub-claims you want to make—what needs to be said to
support your main claim about the value of unbiased information to
foster students’ critical thinking skills.
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Eric responded, “I plan to keep note of my subclaims and revise
my commentary statements so that the meaning behind the paragraph
will better suit my overall short paper.” His use of the term commentary
statements is his own term for the description and analysis of his evidence.
In a sense, the term comes from Eric’s interlanguage, perhaps derived
from his previous writing instruction, as he strives to become fluent in the
metalanguage of the composition classroom.
In order to receive the pedagogical benefits of working with a more
experienced member of the academic community and entering into dialogue with the teacher, students had to produce drafts and submit them on
time. For this assignment, one student did not participate in the revision
process, failing to turn in a draft appropriately to receive comments, so that
student could not give comments for the prompt. Additionally, Ashley and
Megan turned in drafts but received a review with a preliminary evaluation
of “adequate,” the lowest passing category, and neglected to give comments
on the instructor’s comments. In a conference with her instructor, Ashley
had expressed fear in going to the writing center because she was worried
she might look dumb, so her silence regarding the instructor’s comments
might have resulted from a mismatch between her image of herself as a good
student and her paper’s reception as barely satisfactory writing. Without
interviewing the student, we can only surmise that she was uncomfortable
with how others perceived her writing. At that moment in the quarter, she
chose not to enter the conversation at all.

Discussion
In this study, we have explored students’ responses to teacher feedback
through the framework of CDA and have provided structural, interactional, and interdiscursive analyses.
The structural analysis indicates the prominence of what Hedgcock
and Lefkowitz (1994) call “emerging composing skills,” a form of developmental academic literacy (p. 142). Since students were new to the university and its academic conventions, they were testing out new ways of writing
and talking about their writing. What emerges is the appropriation
of the technical terms of claim-based argument writing that their teacher uses. Most of the students wrote their responses in an academic tone
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and used a wide range of linguistic strategies when they commented on the
usefulness of teacher comments. In our data, students tried to show their
appreciation for and valuing of the comments through various phrases and
generally avoided directly blaming the teacher for unclear comments that
she may have made. Our results echo the findings of an earlier study by
Smith (1997), who found a relationship between the use of subject and
positive/negative evaluations in teacher comments. In her study, teachers
used “you” (meaning the student) in end comments predominantly when
they gave positive comments to praise students’ achievement. In our study,
students also used different linguistic strategies to write positive and
negative comments; they explicitly described the usefulness of teacher
comments and used a variety of phrases, while most of them hedged and
implicitly wrote about the comments they did not understand. Adopting
such teacher-like strategies may be an indicator of students’ active engagement in their learning, and their expression of agency in the activities of
the writing classroom.
In our interactional analysis, we found that most students took on an
active role as a good student and a hardworking writer. Since we initially
had doubts about students’ freedom to express their criticism of the
teacher’s comments, our findings at once confirm and deny our suspicions.
Students did write what was asked of them in the prompt, but they also
found their own ways of getting around its limitations in order to express
themselves effectively with regard to their writing. According to Foucault
(1995), control and surveillance are “integrated into the teaching relationship” (p. 175) as a way to increase the efficiency of the educational system,
whether the students like it or not. That is, control and surveillance form an
integral part of the educational system; the system controls and regulates
student behaviors to promote learning. Examples of this include regulation
through the required composition credit for graduation, the series of assignments, and a grade for every course. Previous studies that mentioned
power in feedback practices, in particular, have pointed out that there are
power asymmetries between the student and teacher. Teacher comments
were often perceived as directives because students could not ignore the
reality of receiving a grade from their teachers (Richardson, 2000). Some
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students have even recognized the necessity of asymmetries in power in
the teacher’s feedback in furthering the student’s own knowledge and skill
acquisition (Sutton & Gill, 2010).
When students in our study were directly commanded to write a paper,
read the comments from the teacher, and respond to her comments, some
students found ways to tailor the assignment to their own needs, given
the power asymmetries in the feedback. Just as Sutton and Gill’s (2010)
students reconceptualized the social and discursive practices inherent in
the feedback process to meet their needs, our students similarly exerted
their agency by taking the opportunity to resist the authority of the
teacher, while others rejected it altogether. Written responses to the teacher’s
comments functioned as a site where students expressed their agency, often
in the form of resistance, because the teacher (or prompt) left room for
criticism. As Hyland and Hyland (2006) argue, “agency is not an individual
phenomenon, and decisions about what to act on and how to act on it
are always co-constructed in interaction with other agents, particularly the
teacher’s feedback itself ” (p. 220). Although it was common for students
to accept the teacher’s comments, a student like Ryan did not think of the
teacher’s comments as an absolute command and found a way to resist
the teacher’s authority by positioning himself as a collaborator. Alex understood what the teacher comments meant, but questioned the validity
of the comments and resisted revising because he did not see the value
of revising his work. Students in this study showed that they acted not as
passive recipients of power but as agents who exerted their own power by
making the final decisions in the revision of their writing. Our interactional
analysis, thus, provides evidence of students’ rejection of the potential
directiveness of teacher comments.
Our interdiscursive analysis illustrates that students used not only
language from the teacher’s comments but also metalanguage from
the composition classroom. As shown in Eric’s example, both the style
of writing and the lexical choices that students made reflect their emergent academic literacies. By using the technical terms from class and the
course outcomes, students drew from different sources in an intertextual
display of their competence in the metacognitive aspects of writing. Not
unlike the “hidden dialogicality” that describes a child’s incorporation of
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guidance offered by an adult to the child during the child’s socialization,
the students’ participation in a dialogue with their teacher through the
comments represents their socialization into the conventions of the academic community (Wertsch, 1991, p. 92). One student saw a discrepancy
between her desired role and her position in the class, and she chose not
to participate in the discussion. A few students resisted participating by
not turning in their paper drafts or not responding to the instructor comments. The nonparticipatory students then missed out on the opportunity
to practice developing their metalanguage in the composition classroom.
Our findings indicate that if students are empowered to become active
agents in the feedback process through reflection and dialogue, they not
only practice using composition metalanguage but also move closer to
socialization into the academic community. Student empowerment may
or may not have a direct impact on the quality of student writing, as
exhibiting power does not necessarily improve one’s writing. Yet taking an
active role in the feedback process puts students in control of their writing
choices and their learning, as such a role approximates the activities of the
academic community. The agency students gain from a teacher-student
feedback exchange, as described in our study, is vital to their success as
critical thinkers, writers, and developing scholars.

Implications
This study provides both theoretical and pedagogical implications on
how writing teachers can improve their teaching and feedback practices.
In the New Literacy Studies, writing is seen as a social and cultural
activity, rather than a cognitive act (Gee, 2015). In this sense, learning to
write is to become socialized into a community—learning the ways and
behaving like accepted members of that community. When newcomers
are enculturated into the community, they are likely to encounter unequal
power relations, conflicts, and negotiations between different perspectives.
Providing more opportunities to practice writing opens a window into
their expression of power and identity and eventually helps students to
become part of an academic community. Teachers can thus create various
writing opportunities for students so that they can practice participating
in academic conversations and become more familiar with academic
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conventions. In this study, students used their “written response to teacher
feedback” as a way to demonstrate what they learned in the composition
class, for instance, through use of academic tone and organization. Giving
feedback on the teacher’s comments is a meaningful academic activity in
which students can apply what they have learned in class as developing
scholars.
As part of the process of enculturating students into academic
communities, teachers need to be more aware of the power dynamic
that exists in a writing class, particularly in the feedback process. In our
study, most of the students showed their identity as “good students” by
simply agreeing with the teacher’s comments rather than trying to push
back against the teacher’s ideas by clarifying their writing or asking further questions. This sort of compliance illustrates how students sometimes consider feedback to be a one-way conversation in which a teacher
tells them how to write, rather than their receiving possible suggestions
from their teacher that they then incorporate on their own terms. To invite
students to craft their writing voices and allow them to make their own
discourse choices, teachers can promote “two-way communication” through
mitigated comments using lexical hedges such as “maybe” and “perhaps”
(Treglia, 2008, p. 128). In this way, students are presented with advice they
can consider, and options they can explore as they wield their authority
as writers.
The findings of this study also reveal that students sometimes perceive
teacher feedback to be controlling or regulating their voice as an author.
In some cases, they resisted teacher feedback or rejected the authority of
the teacher altogether. To alleviate the constraints of unequal teacher-student
power relationships, teachers can emphasize students’ agency in the feedback process, and students will be able to engage in the revision process
more actively. With this goal in mind, teachers can then invite students
to respond to the teacher’s comments. Such a response could take the form
of “written response to teacher feedback” used in this study, or teachers can have students offer their own evaluation of their writing, or
ask which comments stood out to the student and why. Another possible approach would be to solicit students’ reactions to the comments in a
note or memo form. Shvidko (2015) explored how students engage in the
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feedback process by examining L2 students’ response to teacher comments
in what she calls a Letter to the Reviewer. A Letter to the Reviewer is a
memo that students write to reviewers (i.e., their teacher or classmates)
after reflecting on the comments they have received; students identify their
own strengths and weaknesses in each draft, and ask for further feedback
or clarification. She argues that this technique has a number of benefits
including fostering collaborative revision between teacher and students
and helping students become reflective readers (Shvidko, 2015). Teaching
and feedback practices such as these encourage students to establish their
authorship, and are sensitive to students’ and teachers’ shared role in the
circulation of power in the writing process.
Furthermore, creating a dialogue between students and instructors
through responses to teacher feedback will enable students’ engagement
in the writing process. Such a dialogue creates a space where teachers can
treat students as what Sommers (2006) refers to as “evolving writer[s]” in a
partnership seeking to advance their writing skills (p. 254). By asking students to share their response to teacher feedback, students can address the
effectiveness of teacher comments for revising purposes as a preliminary
step in the uptake of those comments. This dialogue might also take the
shape of having students reflect on the feedback they have received, or on
what they learned from reading peers’ papers, or in conference memos,
writer’s memos, or letters to the reviewer describing their ongoing concerns.
Students’ metacognitive practices, in combination with a dialogue with
their instructor, can validate their developing authorship. The ultimate goal
is to promote dialogue through the feedback exchange so that students develop their own habit—unsolicited—of responding to instructor feedback.
Student-initiated interest in the feedback process is reflective of students’
agency in their learning process; as stronger critical thinkers, students will
have more tools at their disposal to improve their writing.
In addition, this study suggests the value of using critical discourse
analysis (CDA) as a theoretical framework in the field of composition and
feedback studies. In our study, CDA allowed us to investigate students’
responses to teacher comments in the context of the social practices
surrounding them. Specifically, CDA made it possible to explore the
multiplicity and interdiscursivity of the text and observe power and
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identity negotiation between student writers and their teacher, including
accounting for students’ resistance. CDA also enabled us to situate a
classroom text within the broader context of the institution. This study
suggests that research using the CDA framework can be particularly
fruitful in interrogating identity and power dynamics in a composition
class. However, the limited scope of the data from one discrete moment
could not account for all the complexities of students’ negotiation of power
and identity over time. Future research using critical discourse analysis
could address the trajectory of such negotiations spanning the course of
a quarter, through a series of feedback exchanges on assignments. This
framework could be valuable to extend the examination of identity and
power to spoken and written discourse in a variety of writing contexts.
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L2 Learners’ Engagement with Direct
Written Corrective Feedback in FirstYear Composition Courses
Izabela Uscinski
San Jacinto College
This study explores students’ response to direct written corrective feedback (WCF) in first-year composition courses. To that end, it focuses on
analyzing students’ engagement with direct feedback and meta-awareness
of the corrections provided on one of their drafts. Data include students’
revisions recorded with screen-capture software and the video-stimulated
recall, which was transcribed and coded for evidence of engagement and
meta-awareness. The findings of the study indicate that students’ engagement and meta-awareness may be affected by pedagogical factors, such as
feedback delivery method. Based on the insights gained from this study,
the author suggests that direct feedback may be more beneficial if it is provided in a comment or in the margin of the paper, and that the student may
have a higher potential for learning if a brief explanation about the nature
of the error is included. In addition, students may need to be provided with
guidelines on how to engage with their instructors’ feedback. The author
concludes by suggesting that if direct WCF is provided, students should
be held accountable for learning from the feedback, and the author recommends ways in which this can be done without penalizing students for not
showing immediate improvements on subsequent writing projects.
Keywords: Written corrective feedback, direct correction, ESL writers, second language writing, electronic feedback, track changes, engagement,
meta-awareness, noticing
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Introduction
As more and more international students are admitted to universities in
the United States, many of whom are at the intermediate levels of English
proficiency in need of extensive support in developing their language
skills, many first-year composition (FYC) instructors struggle with decisions
on how much time to devote to focusing on language issues in their
students’ written texts. In some cases, the only language support that
students receive in these courses is through written corrective feedback
(WCF), as most instructors do not address language-related issues through
direct instruction. The effectiveness of the practice on student language
development has been debated for two decades now after the publication
of Truscott’s (1996) paper in which he argued against grammar correction
claiming that not only is it not effective but also detrimental to students.
These claims generated an interest in researching the effectiveness of
different types of feedback on grammar accuracy in student texts (e.g.,
Ellis, Sheen, Murakami, & Takashima, 2008; Ferris, 2006; Ferris & Roberts,
2001; Hartshorn et. al., 2010; Sheen, Wright, & Moldawa, 2009; Van
Beuningen, De Jong, & Kuiken, 2008), and most findings of this research
indicate a positive effect of WCF on students’ accuracy.
Nearly two decades of research investigating whether grammar
correction is effective or not, has led researchers to shift focus from
investigating the effectiveness of different WCF types on grammar accuracy to investigating how students engage with the feedback provided
in their texts. In his epilogue to the special issue of Studies in Second
Language Acquisition that focused on the topic of WCF, Ellis (2010)
provides a framework for investigating WCF. The framework identifies specific variables, such as individual and contextual, that have been found to
affect students’ engagement with WCF and, ultimately, student learning
outcome. By proposing such framework, Ellis emphasizes the importance
of considering all of its components and exploring how they are related.
This recent shift in research focus can lead to provide us with more understanding of the learners and their revision process and the improvement of
WCF practices. Such improvement can occur if we understand not just the
potential of WCF in helping students improve accuracy but also the role of
the learners’ engagement with the feedback they receive.
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Literature Review
Direct WCF and Learning Outcomes
Before turning to the studies that directly investigate students’ engagement with WCF feedback, it is important to highlight the results
of two decades of research that focuses on investigating the effectiveness of
different types of feedback, particularly direct/explicit and indirect/implicit.
Studies that measure the effectiveness of different types of direct feedback
suggest that simply providing direct correction does not automatically
lead to more accuracy in a new writing task and while the provision of
metalinguistic explanation has short-term benefits, the gains are not
replicated in delayed post-tests (Shintani & Ellis, 2013). However, when
researchers compare the effectiveness of direct versus indirect feedback,
there is more evidence suggesting that more direct/explicit WCF facilitates
better learning outcomes (e.g., Chandler, 2003; Van Beuningen, Jong &
Kuiken, 2012; Bitchener, 2012; Bitchener & Knoch, 2010; Radwan, 2005).
The better learning outcome has been attributed to students’ immediate
access to target form and their ability to internalize it (Chandler, 2003).
It has also been attributed to students’ ability to retain the knowledge
they gain, particularly for grammatical errors, such as word form or tense
(Beuningen, Jong, & Kuiken, 2012). As Van Beuningen, Jong, and Kuiken
(2012) report, indirect feedback can promote long-term gains, although
such gains are only confirmed for nongrammatical language issues, such
as word choice. But perhaps the most significant finding from studies of
direct WCF, particularly direct corrections with metalinguistic explanations, is that it raises students’ awareness of language-related issues, which
has been positively correlated with language development (e.g., Radwan,
2005).
While the results of the previous studies measuring the effectiveness
of WCF on students’ accuracy are somewhat mixed, they highlight the importance of studying other factors that affect the effectiveness of WCF. It
has been suggested that the effectiveness of WCF is influenced not so much
by its type but by the students’ ability to understand it and their willingness
to engage with it (Hyland, 2010).
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Studies of Student Engagement with WCF
The interest in investigating students’ engagement with WCF can be
attributed to three case studies by Fiona Hyland. Each of the three case
studies (1998, 2003, 2011) examines two participants’ engagement with
feedback by analyzing their revision strategies to determine how they
impact feedback uptake. Through the use of retrospective interviews
with participants, Hyland found that most of them valued form-focused
feedback and by reviewing students’ revised drafts, she found that they
attempted to correct many of the directly or indirectly corrected errors
(62–89% of attempts). The exception was one participant, Maho (Hyland,
2011), who utilized only 10% of the form-focused feedback. The interviews
with Maho indicated that she did not perceive grammar to be problematic
for her and she rarely paid attention to feedback on grammar. However,
she was described as a very motivated learner, who valued feedback on
content and on her ideas. Interestingly, that same participant failed the
writing course, not once but twice, due to issues with language-related
problems in her writing. On the other end of the spectrum, there were
two participants (Hyland, 2003) who utilized most of the feedback provided: Liang attempting to correct 89% of errors with 86% of the revisions
being successful and Keith attempting to correct 82% of errors with 75%
of the revision being successful. Both of these participants indicated that
form-focused feedback was very important to them and, as opposed to
Maho, they believed in its potential to influence their language learning.
Hyland concluded that the effects of feedback were largely influenced by
students’ willingness to process it, and their beliefs about its potential benefits.
Studies Investigating the Processing of Direct Feedback
Previous feedback processing studies that focus their investigation on
different forms of direct WCF measure the role of noticing on students’
uptake. For example, Qi and Lapkin (2001) who examined reformulation
feedback investigated what language-related problems students notice
when they compare their original text with the reformulation provided by
the researchers to see if that noticing has any effects on output and students’
subsequent writing. In an effort to measure noticing, the researchers
asked the participants to verbalize their thoughts during the composing
and comparing stage and the sessions were recorded and later reviewed
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with the researcher. When analyzing the data, a distinction was made
between perfunctory and substantive noticing, where substantive noticing
meant not only commenting and verbalizing the observed difference
but also stating the reason behind the change that occurred in students’
reformulated text. The findings of this study indicate that substantive
noticing of language-related problems positively impacts students’ writing,
as measured on the post-test. The study also indicates that noticing was
most effective when the participants demonstrated an understanding
of the problem (substantive noticing) as compared to noticing and no indication of understanding (perfunctory noticing). Qi and Lapkin (2001)
concluded that substantive noticing is positively correlated with students’
improvement on their writing, which suggests that the quality of noticing
is an important factor that affects the effectiveness of WCF.
Furthermore, the findings of studies that examine the processing
of direct and indirect feedback indicate that students are more engaged
(i.e., show more interaction) while processing the indirect feedback, but
that more engagement does not necessarily lead to uptake, or internalization of the feedback. For example, a study by Storch and Wigglesworth
(2010) compared students’ processing of reformulation feedback and
editing symbols (i.e., direct vs. indirect feedback) to see which feedback type has the most impact on uptake. By analyzing student pair
discussions of each feedback type and counting all language-related episodes (LRE), the researchers were able to quantify and qualify students’
engagement with each type. Each LRE was divided into two categories:
limited engagement versus extensive engagement. The extensive engagement included discussions of feedback that contained explanations,
comments, or any other evidence of meta-awareness, such as noticing
the change and verbalizing it, whereas the limited engagement included
episodes in which participants only read or acknowledged the feedback.
Their findings indicate that students show evidence of extensive
engagement when processing indirect feedback, that is, editing symbols.
This is understandable since engagement with the indirect feedback included
identifying the nature of the error and finding the appropriate correction
through discussion. In contrast, while processing reformulations (i.e.,
direct feedback), students limited themselves to accepting the rewritten
text and expressing their agreement.
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However, while the researchers reported that the indirect feedback
led to more extensive engagement, the internalization, or uptake, of that
feedback was more likely to occur when the feedback provided matched
the learners’ goals and beliefs about feedback. This study provides evidence
that uptake is not necessarily tied to more interaction, but to learners’
attitudes and beliefs about feedback.
Problematizing the Definition of Engagement
The term engagement in the context of empirical studies reviewed here
means processing of feedback, but the studies do not necessarily define
processing in the same way. In some studies, the emphasis is placed on the
level of meta-awareness of the feedback received or the level of noticing
(depending on the type of feedback that was examined, i.e., direct or
indirect). For example, Storch and Wigglesworth (2010) defined (extensive) engagement as “explanations, comments, or any other evidence of
meta-awareness of the [reformulation] feedback” (p. 334).
Qi and Lapkin (2001), who investigated what students notice when
they compare their text with the reformulated version, made the distinction
between more and less extensive noticing where perfunctory noticing was
defined as noticing without meta-awareness, and substantive noticing
was noticing with evidence of meta-awareness manifested in verbalizing
reasons behind the change that occurred in a student’s reformulated text.
Although Qi and Lapkin’s study did not measure engagement per se, the
analysis of noticing was done very similarly to Storch and Wigglesworth’s
(2010) analysis of engagement in that both noticing and engagement were
analyzed for the evidence of students’ level of understanding of the error or
the feedback provided.
In addition to examining engagement as evidence of meta-awareness
or noticing, engagement has also been examined as a physical response to
feedback. For example, in Hyland’s (1998, 2003, 2011) studies, engagement
was considered to be any action taken as a result of reading the instructor’s
feedback, such as discussing feedback with others or keeping a language
log of all errors indicated through feedback. The focus here was not placed
on the level of understanding but, rather, on the level of action that has
occurred as a result of the feedback encountered in students’ texts.
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If we take all of these perspectives into consideration, it appears that the
definition of engagement overlaps with other notions such as meta-awareness and noticing, whereas it might be more suitable to study them as two
distinct constructs. Engagement may lead to meta-awareness or noticing but assuming that lack of meta-awareness means lack of engagement
may be undermining the role of other factors that may be influencing
students’ ability to show evidence of meta-awareness.
As argued by Svalberg (2009), engagement is a multifaceted construct
that encompasses not only the cognitive realm, but also the affective and
social. The characteristics of cognitive engagement include alertness,
focused attention, and action knowledge (making knowledge one’s
own), whereas affective engagement is characterized by positive attitude/
willingness and social engagement, which can be measured by the level of
interaction/doing and agency. Svalberg argued that such definition allows
us to understand “why some linguistic or language-related behaviours and
attitudes seem to facilitate language learning and learning about language/s
more than others” (p. 243). This point is particularly relevant to studies of
WCF that have yielded mixed results when examining the effectiveness
of different feedback types. In regards to studying engagement with WCF,
the definition proposed by Svalberg can be used to study how alert and
willing to engage students are when they revise the texts, or what their
attitudes are before studying how their engagement influences noticing
or meta-awareness of language-related issues, as examined in Qi and
Lapkin’s (2001) and Storch and Wigglesworth’s (2010) studies. By making
this distinction, we can account for other forms of engagement, such as
deliberating an error or checking a dictionary, which may or may not result in meta-awareness or noticing but which certainly provide evidence of
students’ willingness to understand feedback and learn from it.
Having established that engagement with feedback (as defined by
the empirical studies reviewed above) is a key component that influences
learning, especially if the feedback matches learners’ expectations, the goal
of the current study is to provide additional insights into the nature of L2
writers’ engagement with feedback. To provide more nuanced insights
in the current study, engagement and meta-awareness are measured
separately, which is reflected in the following questions: (1) Do students
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engage with direct corrections provided on drafts of their papers? (2)
Does engagement lead to meta-awareness? and (3) What factors affect
students’ engagement and meta-awareness?

Method
A qualitative, multiple-case, research design was employed to investigate
these issues in first-year composition (FYC) courses, which is a context in
which no previous feedback processing studies have been conducted. The
study was conducted at a large university in the Southwest region of the
United States and data were collected from eight Chinese native speakers
enrolled in the FYC courses designed specifically for students whose native language is not English. The courses, Stretch First-Year Composition,
WAC 107 and ENG 107, are equivalent to ENG 101 and ENG 102, respectively, and they were taught during a regular 16-week semester. Students
in these courses are asked to write three analytical essays just as students in mainstream sections of the FYC. All of the student participants
are between the ages of 19 and 23 and are international students holding a
student visa. Most of them came to the United States less than a year prior
to the study. The exception is two students who came to the United States
as high school exchange students. One of the students resided in the US for
two years at the time of the study and the other for nearly three.
Recruitment
After obtaining the list of faculty teaching the FYC courses for
multilingual students, the instructors were contacted via e-mail to ask
for their participation, and ten instructors responded to the invitation by
filling out an online questionnaire that was designed to elicit information
about their feedback practices. The final number of instructor participants
included in the study was determined by whether or not the students in
their classes agreed to participate in the study. In the end, four instructor participants were included. Three out of the four instructors are native
English speakers and one is a non-native English speaker. At the time
of the study, most of the instructors had more than three years of experience teaching English composition to multilingual writers, except for one
instructor who had no such prior experience. In addition, two of the four
instructors had TESOL background and the other two had advanced degrees in English and rhetoric and composition.
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Procedure
Neither students nor the instructors were given any specific directions
on what to do while participating in the study over the duration of the
semester. More specifically, the instructors were not asked to provide any
specific kind of feedback and the students were not asked to revise their
drafts in any specific way. I met with the students during the first two weeks
of the semester and near the end of the semester to discuss their experiences with grammar feedback and their expectations and beliefs about
feedback. To address the first research question (Do students engage with
direct corrections provided on drafts of their papers?), I met with students individually when they indicated that they had received grammar
feedback from their instructor. All students received grammar feedback
on the first draft of one of the three required projects. Some students contacted me after receiving feedback on the first major project, some on the
second, and one student contacted me near the end of the semester when
he was revising his final project.
Students agreed not to review the feedback before our meeting, which
occurred within two days after students had contacted me. On the day of
our meeting, students opened their draft with the instructor’s feedback and
began revising while being recorded by Camtasia Relay video recorder,
software that allows full-resolution screen capture and full-facial expression
capture. Immediately after the students were finished revising their essays,
they participated in the video-stimulated recall. The students and I watched
the video, which captured the revisions they made as well as their facial expressions, which appeared in the lower corner of the screen. The capture of
students’ facial expressions was useful in noticing when students seemed
confused or when they were not looking directly at the screen. There was
no protocol for the stimulated recall; we paused the recording every time
a student was seen making a revision or encountered the correction made
for them, and I asked what they thought about the feedback at the time
they encountered it.
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Data Analysis
Students’ Drafts
The copies of students’ papers, both with electronic and handwritten
feedback, were collected for analysis. All instances of direct feedback were
identified and coded to determine its delivery method (track changes,
electronic or handwritten comment, or handwritten correction).
Screen-Capture and Video-Stimulated Recall
The data obtained from the video-stimulated recall during which
students verbalized their thoughts and reasons for changes, or lack thereof,
were transcribed and analyzed using the analytical framework that involved
the identification of language-related episodes (LREs). This analytical
framework was previously utilized to study noticing and engagement
during collaborative feedback processing (Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010;
Swain & Lapkin, 2002; Qi & Lapkin, 2001). In the current study, an LRE
is defined as any instance of direct feedback encountered by the students
in their papers regardless of uptake. Direct feedback consisted of direct
corrections in students’ texts (either electronic or handwritten) and in
marginal comments that contained brief explanations or questions. To
examine students’ engagement feedback, each LRE was coded as either
“Yes” or “No.” I considered that students were engaged during episodes
if they showed any evidence of some activity, such as transferring the
error from one draft to another, checking a dictionary, or deliberating
the error.
The second stage of coding involved determining students’ meta-awareness of the errors. In other words, I also sought to determine if students
thought about the errors while they were making the corrections in their
original draft or looking over the corrections made for them and if they
showed any evidence of understanding the nature of the error. Just as for
engagement, each LRE was coded “Yes” or “No” for meta-awareness. For
example, if a student said, “I said ‘say’ and it is changed to ‘said,’ so, it’s
still the tense,” I coded it as “Yes” because the student showed evidence of
understanding the nature of the error (tense) by looking at the error. For
the purpose of the study, I coded “Yes” for meta-awareness when students
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were able to at least indicate to me in some way that they noticed what
was corrected and why. However, it should be noted here that students’
indication that they understood the issue is in no way an indication that they
will not commit that same error in the future. It merely indicates that
they understood the feedback that was provided at the time of the revision.
Making this distinction allows us to focus on how much of the feedback
that instructors provide is likely (but not definitely) to lead to learning.
Reliability of Coding
Coding for engagement and meta-awareness separately proved to be
challenging, mostly because determining students’ understanding of the
error was sometimes easily confused with students’ understanding of
the feedback. For example, just because a student made a correct revision,
which was coded as evidence for engagement, did not automatically indicate
meta-awareness. At the same time, noticing that the instructor changed the
tense did not necessarily indicate that the student understood why it needed
to be changed. I tried to be very careful about eliciting this information to
ensure that the answers that the students had given me were their thoughts
they had at the time of revision and not a result of our discussion, and on rare
occasions it resulted in dubious episodes. To ensure the reliability of coding, a second coder, a PhD student in rhetoric, composition, and linguistics,
coded 25% of the data. The inter-rater reliability scores were calculated using
percentage agreement. For students’ engagement, the initial agreement was
95%, but a 100% agreement was reached upon the review of the data.
When coding for meta-awareness, the initial agreement was 90% and
upon reaching an agreement for one of the errors, the final inter-rater reliability for meta-awareness was 95%. The final inter-rater reliability
for both engagement and meta-awareness was reached after re-watching
the screen-capture video and relistening to the video-stimulated recall and
discussing the reasons for our initial disagreement. While the second coder
only coded 25% of the data, having the opportunity to discuss our rating of
this portion of the data was very helpful as we discussed the reasons why
certain episodes were initially coded differently (e.g., whether students’
meta-awareness was evident during the revision or during the interview with
the researcher). I then used what I learned from our sessions in coding the
rest of the data.
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Results
The analysis of students’ drafts resulted in identification of 103 instances of
direct feedback. Nearly all of the direct feedback was direct corrections in students’
papers with a few instances of direct correction with metalinguistic explanation.
Six of the eight students received their feedback electronically via track changes
or in marginal comments, and two received handwritten feedback that included
direct corrections written above the error.
Students in this study showed a very low level of engagement with direct feedback and an even lower level of meta-awareness. As is seen in Table 1 below, on
average, students showed evidence of engagement with 24% of direct feedback
and, as seen in Table 2, they showed evidence of meta-awareness of only 17% of the
errors corrected in their papers. Most of direct feedback with which students did
not engage was identified as feedback provided by track changes, which was the
method by which three out of the four instructors delivered their feedback, and
nearly all of the direct feedback with evidence of meta-awareness was found in
revisions by two students, which I will show can be attributed to noticing a pattern
of correction.

Table 1
Engagement with Direct Feedback by Method of Delivery
Name

Yes

No

Total

38

38

Track Changes
Lin
Qiang

1

27

28

Hui

4

1

5

3

3

Dong
Comment
Zehao

10

10

Ping

7

7

Xin

1

1

Track Changes and Comments*
Min
Total

2
25 (24%)

9

11

78 (76%)

103 (100%)

*This category refers to a combination of some corrections via track changes
and some via comments, or both.
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Table 2
Meta-Awareness of Direct Feedback by Method of Delivery
Name

Yes

No

Total

Track Changes
Lin

7

31

38

Qiang

6

22

28

5

5

3

3

Hui
Dong

Handwritten or Comment
Zehao

2

Ping
Xin

8

10

7

7

1

1

Track Changes and Comments*
Min

2

9

11

Total

18 (17%)

85 (83%)

103 (100%)

*This category refers to a combination of some corrections via track changes
and some via comments, or both.

Direct Feedback Delivered via Track Changes
No evidence of engagement: Disregard for track changes. As seen
in Table 1 above, most students who received direct feedback via track
changes were found not to process it in any way as there was no indication
that they took any action as a result (like accepting or rejecting the change),
or that they deliberated the correction, or at least paid attention to it by
reading the correction in the context of the sentence to try to understand
why the correction was made. For example, Min did not indicate any
consideration made to the direct corrections via track changes. The video
recording of Min’s revision showed that he skimmed over the track changes
and focused on the comments in the margins, which will be analyzed
below. When I asked Min about the direct corrections by track changes
(see example in Figure 1), Min indicated that he “just ignored it” and when
asked if it were likely that he would return to these corrections later after
we were done recording, he stated: “No, never. I just totally ignore it.”
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Figure 1. Min’s direct feedback (deletion of “which”)
I also asked about the two instances of direct feedback in the following
sentence:

Figure 2. Min’s direct feedback (called universally)
Min responded: “I saw it for a second but didn’t do anything about it”
(video-stimulated recall). It is quite evident that by not engaging with the
feedback, Min did not indicate any awareness of why the corrections were
made. I should note that when this student submitted his final draft, the
changes were accepted and during our final interview the student indicated
that he “accepted all changes” by selecting that option from the drop-down
menu before submitting the final draft to his instructor, which is in no
way an indication that the student paid any attention to the corrections.
It could be argued that correcting students’ errors this way will result in
more accurate revised drafts, assuming that they at least accept the changes
made by the instructor, but it is not likely to have any impact on language
development.
Evidence of engagement: Noticing correction pattern. Despite
the overwhelming percentage of direct feedback via track changes being
ignored, two students, Lin and Qiang, showed evidence of meta-awareness
when reviewing the instructor’s correction, which I believe can be attributed to noticing a pattern in the corrections. In nearly all the cases when Lin
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and Qiang indicated that they knew what was corrected and why, the
corrections were related to simple past tense indicated by adding the ed
ending to regular verbs (Figure 3).

Figure 3. Qiang’s paragraph with direct feedback (past tense)
Therefore, while the students did not show evidence of engagement
with the feedback as they did not make any changes nor deliberated the
corrections, they did show evidence of meta-awareness simply by looking
at the corrections. As can be seen in Figure 3 above, most of the corrections
are made to verb tense, but some are made by adding the ed ending and
some are not. In this short extract from Qiang’s paper, only the corrections
made by adding the ed ending were coded as “Yes” for meta-awareness
because Qiang indicated that he did not pay attention to the balloons,2
which indicated what was deleted, and therefore, I could not determine
that he understood the reasons for the corrections. For example, while
the correction “failed” could be attributed to a tense issue, Qiang did not
indicate that he was aware that the word he used instead was not a verb.
It appears that Qiang noticed a pattern of error in his text and was able to
determine that he used tense incorrectly for regular verbs to which the ed
ending was added, but he did not consider the other changes made to his
text long enough to determine the reason for them.
When I asked Qiang about direct corrections in other parts of the
paper, he indicated that he had not paid attention to them and that he just
“passed them.” While Qiang noticed that something was done, he did not
check what the instructor corrected and why. When I questioned Qiang
about the correction of “watch” (see Figure 4), he stated, “I just write watch
2 It should be noted that track changes also allows for the deleted text to be shown “in line,” in which case, the
student would be able to see what was deleted more clearly.
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and she changed to watching” (Qiang’s stimulated recall), and when I asked
if he thought about why he needed to make the change, he said that he just
“read and pass[ed]” it, which does not indicate that any time was taken to
try to understand the error. While noticing that something was changed
is good, simply seeing that someone added the ending ing to a verb does
not show evidence of error-awareness since this ending could, for example,
indicate a gerund or present progressive tense.

Figure 4. Qiang’s direct feedback (“watching”)
Handwritten Direct Feedback
When direct feedback was handwritten, students transferred the
corrections to their revised draft, which shows that they at least acknowledged the error. As was seen in Table 1 above, just because students processed the direct feedback to some extent by transferring handwritten
corrections, they did not always indicate any awareness of their errors. In
other words, while students took action as a result of the direct correction and corrected the error themselves in their original draft (evidence of
engagement), they did not indicate the awareness of why they needed to
make the correction.
Zehao did not show evidence of meta-awareness of eight of the ten
direct corrections in his paper, and Ping showed evidence of none. For
example, when Zehao was asked about the deletions of the words “recycle”
and “of ” made by the instructor (Figure 6), he indicated that he had not
thought about why he needed to delete the words suggested by her; he “just
deleted them.” While this is evidence this student processed the feedback,
which is better than not noticing the corrections at all, it does not indicate
that the student thought about the nature of the error, that is, why these
words were deleted. The question is, can this type of engagement (i.e.,
processing without much thought) provide the condition conducive to
learning? On the one hand, when students transfer the corrections to their
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original draft, they read their original sentence and need to make sure that
the correction is inserted in the right place in the sentence, which forces
students to consider the change in context of their sentence, as opposed
to just seeing the change made by the instructor via track changes. On the
other hand, when students transfer the corrections, they are not necessarily
encouraged to consider why the error occurred, so it could be argued
that they are not aware of what was wrong or why. Still, if we assume that
learning can occur simply by being exposed to the target form frequently
and in the meaningful context, then this type of engagement could be
argued to be potentially beneficial.

Figure 5. Zehao’s direct feedback (deletions of words “recycle” and “of ”)
Hui, who chose to transfer all the track changes into his original draft,
which I believe was due to his unfamiliarity with how track changes work,
essentially revised his paper as if it were handwritten, so his attention
was drawn to all of the corrections made by the instructor. In addition to
making the changes in his original document, Hui, unlike Zehao and Ping,
indicated thinking about the corrections extensively and being confused by
the corrections. For example, I asked Hui what he had thought (at the time
of revision) about the deletion of “has been” as seen below:

Figure 6. Hui’s direct feedback (deletion of “has been”)
Hui indicated that when he saw the deletion, he thought to himself
that he was not “very familiar with this form.” He explained it further in
the excerpt below:
H: I don’t know when should I use it, and how to use it
right, in the right situation. So, I think maybe use the past
way is a safer way . . . I am not very familiar with this kind
of grammar, have, have done.
(Short pause)
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H: However, I also still think that I should use have,
has, here ‘cause it is, at that time, China has reached 800
million, so.
I: Has reached? Now you said “has reached”.
H: Or should I use “had”?
I: So now you see a different possibility. Do you think that
the instructor may have corrected it wrongly?
H: No, this is also a right way.
It appears that Hui thought that it was not wrong to use the present
perfect tense to indicate an event that was completed at some point in the
past. However, his attention was effectively drawn to this tense (but not
form) and if the instructor included a brief explanation, such as “China’s
population is not 800 any longer, so there is no connection to the present
time.” The student would likely understand at least one of the errors in
this particular case. This example reveals that for more complex language
issues, instructors’ feedback can result in more confusion than clarity, but
I would argue that the direct correction in this particular case is more beneficial to students’ learning than an indirect feedback, which would likely
just result in no change or an incorrect revision. This example also shows
that how students engage with direct feedback is largely determined by
how they choose to engage with it. While Qiang or Zehao were seen to
simply skim over the corrections, Hui took the time to analyze them.
Direct Feedback Provided in a Comment
When direct feedback was provided in a comment box along with an
explanation or a hedging, students showed evidence of both engagement
and meta-awareness. For example, Min received a total of 11 direct corrections in his paper and the only two with which he engaged were corrections provided in a marginal comment, one with a question mark and
one with a hedging. After reading the comment with the hedging “I think”
(Figure 10), Min incorporated the feedback in his paper and instead of just
copying the direct phrase provided by the instructor, he altered the suggestion and revised “children’s memorial” to “childhood memories,” instead of
Uscinski, Izabela (2017). “L2 Learners’ Engagement with Direct Written Corrective Feedback
in First-Year Composition Courses.” Journal of Response to Writing, 3(2): 36–62.

54 • Izabela Uscinski

“memories of childhood” as was suggested. This may indicate that when a
direct correction is offered as a suggestion with some level of uncertainty,
as indicated by the use of “I think” in this example, students may at least
feel the need to consider it before making the change, and may even come
up with their own revision as a result, especially students of higher language
proficiency levels like Min.

Figure 7. Min’s direct feedback in a comment
Another example of an effective direct correction that prompted
a student to not only make changes but also show awareness of the issue
was recorded in Xin’s paper. She received direct feedback in a marginal
comment along with a metalinguistic explanation (Figure 11), which not
only prompted her to make the change in her draft, but also resulted in the
clear understanding of the error, at least at the time of the revision. In
the screen-capture video recording, Xin is seen reading the comment and
deleting the s ending from “apparel” in the paper. During the stimulated
recall, Xin indicated that she understood why she had to delete the s ending
from the word “apparels,” stating: “I don’t need -s because apparel is plural
and singular,” which shows that she did not simply repeat what the feedback
indicated, but was able to rephrase it in her own words. While it may not
be possible to provide such short and neat explanations for all errors, in the
case of the plurality error presented here, it proved to be helpful and well
understood by the student.

Figure 8. Xin’s direct feedback in a comment
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Students’ Perceptions of Direct Feedback
Regardless of what the instructors’ intentions are for the feedback that
they provide, students seem to have their own interpretation about it. Min,
one of the students who received some direct corrections via track changes
and some via marginal comment (e.g., I think you mean . . .), summed it
up in the following way:
I think I have two types of mistakes in this paper. The first one is
accident mistakes and another one is I just have no idea what it is.
And I think the instructor separates feedback into three parts. One
is correcting for me, one is highlight, and the last one is highlight
with comments. And I think the first two are accident mistakes; I just
automatically thought it is accident mistake for me and I just need to
be careful next time. But when it is something with comment, I think
it is rather important, even if there are some accident mistakes, I still
think they are important, I don’t know why, but it is.

While I do not believe that Min’s interpretation is fully accurate,
as I would not say that the errors corrected in track changes were not
important, he provides an important insight into how students may
perceive corrections when they read them. There is no research to date
that examines how such perceptions affect students’ engagement with
feedback, but it appears that the students in this study would concur with
Min’s interpretation that when errors are corrected for them, they do not
appear very important. I do not believe that we should interpret this as
a sign not to provide direct correction, rather, as a sign that we need to be
transparent with our students and explain to them why we do what we do.

Discussion and Implications
An important insight gained from this study is that direct correction
via track changes tends to be ignored by students, who gravitate toward
feedback provided in the comments. However, while students made all the
revisions indicated by direct feedback when it was provided in a comment
or a hard copy of the paper, making the change did not necessarily lead them
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to think about the error and show evidence that they were aware of what
was changed and why. While making the correction may potentially lead to
learning if students consider the change in the context of the sentence, simply making the correction without focused attention is unlikely to effect
change. It appears that when instructors expected students to think about
their errors or took the extra step to explain them, students responded
to it with more attention; but when the correction was only made for the
students, they did not feel it was important enough to consider.
Furthermore, by making the distinction between engagement and
meta-awareness I was able to provide more insights into the relationship
between these two concepts. While it seems natural to assume that students’
willingness to engage with feedback plays a key role in learning, sometimes,
despite students’ willingness and positive attitude, their engagement resulted
in lack of meta-awareness, especially if direct feedback was provided via
track changes. When the direct correction was provided electronically
as a marginal comment, with a question mark or a brief metalinguistic
explanation, students showed more evidence of meta-awareness. This
observation leads me to believe that the effectiveness of direct feedback
may not necessarily stem from students’ willingness to make revisions but
perhaps from how they are expected or even motivated to engage with it
by the instructor.
The Need for Providing Clear Expectations and Guidance
Based on these findings, there might be a need to provide students
with clear guidelines on how they are expected to use direct feedback.
Instructors could communicate to their students that direct feedback can
have the potential to help them learn the language if students analyze
(i.e., engage with) the corrections provided by the instructor. Manchón
(2011a, b) refers to such feedback as “feedback for acquisition” rather
than “feedback for accuracy.” If direct feedback is provided with the goal
for WCF to facilitate language development, rather than to edit students’
papers, then instructors may need to encourage students to examine the
corrections carefully and consider providing an explanation to students
about how they are expected to use it.
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Providing Effective Direct Feedback
Providing WCF is complex and requires not only the recognition that
an error occurred but also the consideration about the type of feedback
and even the method of its delivery. Based on my analysis of this practice,
I suggest that direct feedback may be more effective if it is provided in a
comment or in the margin of the paper. It will also be more effective if it
includes more than a single word so that students are exposed to “useful
exemplars” and “patterns of usage” (Ellis, 2013) that are needed for language
learners to make generalizations and inferences about the language they
are acquiring to build their inventory, or database, of patterns. The direct
feedback may also be more effective if a brief explanation about the nature
of the error is included. Such explanation could provide students with
an indication of how their error affected the meaning in the particular
context of the sentence. Such explanations would not only help the learner
understand the issue better but also indicate that it is important for the
instructor that they understand it. This can, in turn, help students view
direct corrections as an opportunity to learn rather than just edit their paper.
The Need for Accountability
When direct feedback is provided, it is important to hold students
accountable for learning from it. I do not believe that we should harshly
penalize multilingual students for grammatical errors in their writing;
however, if students are provided with corrections, it seems fair to me
to expect that students make every effort to learn from the errors that
were pointed out. One approach that I believe would be particularly suitable
is to require students to write a brief note along with the submission of the
revised paper about their response to the instructor’s feedback (Bitchener,
2005). While requiring students to write the notes does not guarantee
that they will always understand why something was wrong or why something was corrected, making a conscious effort to understand it in the context of the sentence will provide students with the input they need to learn
from the feedback and the opportunity to engage in “languaging” (Swain,
2006), which I believe can facilitate meta-awareness that can lead to learning.
The approach to require students to write a note explaining to the
instructor the revisions that were made (or not made), as explained by
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Bitchener (2005), is similar to requiring authors who submit their article
for publication in a journal to show proof of the revisions made after receiving feedback from their reviewers. Expecting this kind of accountability
may help to professionalize WCF practice in college, rather than seeing
it as a remedial practice for low-language proficiency students. I believe
that this form of communication would allow the instructors to develop
closer relationships with students and communicate to them the importance of revision without penalizing students for their proficiency level, as
they would be expected to address the issues that were pointed out by
the instructor. Observing how students incorporate instructors’ WCF
into their revised drafts could also improve instructors’ own WCF practice.

Conclusion and Future Research
The current study was designed to investigate how direct feedback was
utilized by students who were not instructed to use it in any particular
way and were not going to be tested on how well they performed. In
other words, the study essentially measured students’ willingness and
motivation to use it, which, as was pointed out by Hyland (2010),
may ultimately determine how effective corrective feedback can be, regardless of the feedback type. While caution should be taken when interpreting the results that were based on a limited number of students,
there is at least an indication that sometimes, despite students’ willingness to engage with WCF, how they engage with it is influenced by other
factors, such as the type of feedback, the method by which it was
delivered, and students’ beliefs about feedback. Future studies could focus
on investigating whether students can be taught how to use each direct
feedback more effectively to facilitate their language development, not
just help them submit an edited draft. I have recommended various
strategies, some of which have been suggested in previous studies, to be
used by instructors to encourage students’ engagement with direct feedback that would be appropriate in FYC. Future experimental research
with a treatment and a control group could investigate the effectiveness of such approaches. In addition, it would also be valuable to learn
about FYC instructors’ perspectives about implementing such approaches
into their practice.
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Peer response is one of the most important activities in writing classrooms
because it provides a sense of audience to students. At the same time, students
also receive feedback for revision. Asking L2 writers to use their L1s in providing feedback to their L1-speaking peers helps them gain confidence in
peer response activities, which in turn gives them self-confidence in their
writing proficiency. In this small-scale pilot project, L2 students were asked
to reflect on their use of L1s providing both oral and written feedback. They
reported that students felt they could express their feedback in a more meaningful way. The article concludes with pedagogical implications in teaching
writing in both ESL and EFL contexts.
Keywords: L1, oral, written, feedback, affects
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Introduction
Peer response is an important activity in composition classrooms as
it provides students with a chance to interact and revisit their written
texts (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2005). In L2 writing classrooms, students
usually assume that they have to use the English language to participate
in peer response activities. While using English is helpful for students in
improving their language skills, they may face challenges in providing
written responses to their peers. Yu and Lee (2014) pointed out that “the
use of L1 and L2 in peer written comments has been under-explored”
(p. 29). In responding to this under-researched topic, the following pilot
project argues that second language (L2) writers should be allowed to use
their L1s with their first language (L1)-speaking peers, when appropriate,
in the writing classrooms in the United States.
In peer response sessions, students read and respond to their peers’
written texts; they discuss their feedback with the student writers. During
the feedback sessions, students are required to use language in providing
and discussing feedback with their interlocutors, which is considered
“collaborative dialogue . . . in which [students] are engaged in problem
solving and knowledge building” (Swain, 2000, p. 102). Such collaboration
between student writers could promote metalinguistic awareness, which
Karmiloff-Smith, Grant, Sims, Jones, and Cuckle (1996) defined as an
activity that “involves conscious reflection on, analysis of, or intentional control over various aspects of language—phonology, semantics,
morphosyntax, discourse, pragmatics—outside the normal unconscious
processes of production or comprehension” (p. 198). Especially for L2
writers, Yu and Lee (2016) argued that peer feedback was a collaborative
learning space for learners to engage in negotiation of meaning in writing
classrooms. In ESL contexts, the negotiation of meaning is generally
performed through the English language, which is seen as a mediating tool
in peer interactions (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006). In the ESL context, little
research has been conducted with peer feedback in the L1.
Several studies have discussed the use of student’s L1 in peer interactions in both oral and written feedback (Antón & DiCamilla, 1998;
Storch & Wigglesworth, 2003; Villamil & Guerrero, 1996, 2006; Yu & Lee,
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2014, 2016). Antón and DiCamilla (1998) conducted their study with five
pairs of English-speaking adult learners of Spanish as a foreign language by
asking them to complete a writing task. Their research study demonstrated
that the student’s L1 was used for completing the task and maintaining
interest. Their results were similar to those in Storch and Wigglesworth’s
(2003) study in which they asked six pairs of students who shared the same
L1s to “complete two tasks together: a text reconstruction task and a short
joint composition task” (p. 762). The study revealed that L1 was used in
providing meanings of difficult vocabulary and negotiating certain grammar points. They also found some pairs who were reluctant to use L1s in
their tasks even when they were allowed to. This may reflect the learners’
attitudes toward their language learning (Kormos, 2012).
DiCamilla and Antón (2012) conducted another study with a class
of beginning learners and fourth-year Spanish majors with a total of 22
participants who were English-speaking adult learners of Spanish as
a foreign language. Their results indicated that beginning Spanish
language learners used L1 (English) more to solve problems, create, and
translate content than the fourth-year Spanish majors. The results of their
study were similar to Villamil and Guerrero’s (1996) that L1 was used in
“making meaning of text, retrieving language from memory, exploring and
expanding content, guiding their action through the task, and maintaining
dialogue” (p. 60). DiCamilla and Antón (2012) concluded that L1 was
helpful for students who were at the developmental level.
In the EFL contexts, Yu and Lee (2014) conducted their research study
focusing on the use of L1 and L2 in peer written feedback with 22 Chinese
students. They reported that their participants used “feedback in L1 focused more on content and organization [while] feedback in L2 focused
more on form” (p. 36). Because of the limited number of studies focusing
on the use of L1 and L2 in peer written feedback, Yu and Lee (2016) conducted another study in China through the lens of activity theory. Through
multiple sources of data, they reported that L1 was used in negotiating
meanings from reading texts and facilitating group interactions (Yu &
Lee, 2016). Overall, results from these limited studies suggest that the use
of an L1 can be helpful in peer review interactions. The following pedagogical action research was undertaken to investigate how students felt about
using their L1 in an ESL peer review session.
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Action Research
The present study is not a traditional research study but rather a
pedagogical action research meant to share insights from teaching, not
necessarily research findings. The aim of the present pilot project is to
investigate the perceptions of L2 writers in providing oral and written
feedback to their peers’ written drafts using their L1s.
Context
The context of this current project was conducted in a first-year
composition (FYC) course, which was designated for L2 writers at a large
public university in the southeastern part of the United States. The course
curriculum was adapted from the mainstream composition courses. Because
this was a college class, the average age of students was 21 years old.
Twenty-two L2 students, 10 male and 12 female, in this class came from
the following countries: China, Ecuador, Japan, Mexico, Nepal, Nigeria,
Russia, Saudi Arabia, Spain, and Venezuela. The instructor of this class was
a trained teacher-researcher in the field of L2 writing and an L2 writer. The
class met three times a week with a 50-minute period for each class. The first
written assignment that students worked on was a literacy narrative. The
following diagram reflects the peer response trainings:
Week 3:
Week
Week 5:
Week
Introduc4: Peer Peer response 6: Peer
tion to peer response sessions in L2 response
response trainings and one-on- training
one
(revisited)
conference

Week
7: Peer
response
sessions

Week
8: Peer
response
session in
L1

Figure 1. Peer response training
In Figure 1, the peer response training sequence is presented. During
week 3, the instructor used a short video clip, No One Writes Alone (MIT,
2011), to introduce the peer response activity to L2 writers. After watching
the video, students were asked to summarize and discuss what they learned
from the video. Then on week 4 the class started the peer response trainings by
discussing different types of written feedback (explicit, implicit, questions,
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statements, etc.) and their impacts on revisions of subsequent drafts. During
week 5, L2 students provided written feedback on their peers’ drafts. The
teacher collected students’ drafts and randomly distributed them to their
peers. Students provided their written feedback anonymously. After they
finished, the instructor collected their drafts and returned them to the
student writers. While students were writing their feedback, the teacher
monitored the types of feedback provided by students. Many students
reported that they provided little feedback or focused only on grammatical
feedback. During the one-on-one conferences with students, students were
asked about written feedback they received and how helpful the feedback
was. Some students showed the author the feedback they received from
their peers, in which the feedback was not helpful in revising their papers.
In week 6, the peer response training was revisited with another set of
examples. After the second session of training, the feedback students provided to their peers was more helpful for future revisions; students provided
more content feedback by asking questions or clarifications from the writers.
By the time the class reached week 7, students were asked to sit in small
groups, read their peers’ papers, and provide written feedback for 15 minutes.
After the written feedback, students were asked to provide oral feedback for
15 minutes to explain their written feedback to their peers. Students found
this to be extremely helpful when they worked in smaller groups when both
written and oral feedback was provided. During the students’ interactions,
the author noticed that some students used their L1 in explaining their
feedback. Therefore, the author decided to try pairing students who shared
the L1s on week 8. Some groups had more than two people. The instructions
for the students were to encourage them to use their L1s in providing written
feedback for 15 minutes, and then another 15 minutes would be devoted to
the oral feedback. After that, students were asked to reflect on their use of L1s
in providing both oral and written feedback on their peers’ drafts.
Students’ Voices
The teacher asked 22 students to reflect on their experiences of using
their L1s in providing feedback to their peers, both in oral and written
formats. All names used in this publication were pseudonyms. The questions
that the teacher asked them to reflect on are the following:
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1. How did you feel when you provided oral feedback in
your L1?
2. How did you feel when you provided written feedback
in your LI?

Oral feedback. Overall, these L2 students felt that they were able to
convey the oral feedback easily and with confidence because they received
more explanations from their peers. The following were some statements
of students’ reflections:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

I can explain my ideas and feedback better and it was
funny (Maran).
It was easier because I can explain myself better, but also
I felt more confident with my friend (Kong).
I can tell what I want to tell exactly and we can talk with
fun (Osha).
It was fun. I could express feeling completely (Estaban).
This was the most effective peer review we ever had
(Chatree).
It’s easier to tell something in my friend language than
using English (Priti).
It was very nice activity to provide oral feedback in my
first language because we sometimes cannot express
what we are trying to say in English (Frida).
I feel more comfortable than giving feedback in English (Xi).

From the statements above, it appears the L2 writers felt confident
and more comfortable in their use of L1s to provide oral feedback to their
peers, which supported Storch and Wigglesworth’s (2003) and DiCamilla
and Antón’s (2012) studies that the use of L1 helped students extend their
thoughts in providing feedback to their peers. One point to note was that
these students were not in their developmental level as in DiCamilla and
Antón’s (2012) study, but L1 was found to be helpful to them in their peer
review activity. Many students also pointed out that they enjoyed using L1
in providing oral feedback. This may be one of the reasons that scaffolding
written feedback with oral feedback was extremely helpful to students
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for their future revisions. One emergent theme that stood out from these
statements was the emotional engagement in the activity. They felt that they
could express their ideas and comments freely to their peers. They also felt
more confident in using their L1 to provide oral feedback to their peers.
Written feedback. In contrast to the use of L1 in oral feedback, not
every student preferred to use their L1s when providing written feedback
on their peers’ drafts.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

It was fun and felt easy to give feedback. For me, English
would be concise though (Banjo).
Oral feedback was more better [sic] than written feedback (Chatree).
It was interesting to see how one of my classmates directly
translated an expression used in (a language) in the English paper, which makes it hard to understand (Frodo).
I think I can write more feedback in my own language
than in English (Osha).
I think giving feedback in English is easier (Mustafa).
It was weird. I am used to write [sic] feedback in English
so it was a little harder (Ipu).
Kind of awkward since you need to criticize one language in another language, not very good (Xi).

As Karmiloff-Smith et al. (1996) pointed out, asking students to reflect
on their use of L1 in peer review activity helped them gain awareness of
control over their command of languages they know. From the statements
above, L2 students had mixed feelings about using their L1s in providing
written feedback on their peers’ drafts. This may be because of the trainings
the students received in the English language. It may also be that they
had to translate their written feedback from their L1s into English. One
surprising comment was from Frodo, who noticed the negative language
transfer from L1 to English. That said, this could be an additional advantage of asking students to use their L1s in providing feedback as it raises
their metalinguistic awareness while reading their peers’ drafts. To elaborate, these students reflected on their use of L1 in providing feedback in
English as an L2; they realized that they did not have many words in
their L1s in providing feedback. Others noticed that they preferred to use
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English in providing feedback because they were taught to use English,
instead of their L1s, in giving comments on their peers’ drafts.

Conclusion
Although the use of L1 in the L2 writing classrooms is a controversial issue, we can observe from this action research that L2 writers in
this context felt that they could confidently express their ideas and comments. Instead of discoursing students to use their L1s, we need to look at
their L1s as another linguistic resource. By scaffolding the peer response
activity, students learn what their peers thought of their papers, where and
why they needed to revise, and how the revision could be done. Another
point is the emotional aspects of the peer response sessions that Yu and
Lee (2014) briefly mentioned in their study regarding the affects in peer
interactions. As presented in the reflections from students, many discussed
that they felt confident and at the same time enjoyed providing both oral
and written feedback to their peers.
Pedagogical Implications
Although this is a small-scale pilot project and the result may not
be generalizable, this pilot project shows that it is important to invite
students to use their linguistic resource (L1s) in peer feedback. Some
teachers may feel that asking students to use their L1 could slow down the
learning process. The author believes that students should use their own
agency in their learning. By offering the options for students to use their
L1s, students can decide which language they feel appropriate to use in
providing feedback to their peers.
Teachers need to provide different peer response activities to students.
By asking students to work in small groups, they could scaffold both oral and
written feedback for their peers. Based on the insights of this investigation,
it could be said that the use of L1s in peer response helps students provide
and negotiate feedback beyond the sentence level. This means that teachers
could encourage students to use their L1s where the English language
becomes a barrier in providing both oral and written feedback.
Finally, this study discussed the effects of the use of L1 in providing
written and oral feedback on multilingual students’ drafts in a writing
class. Writing in English can be an anxiety-inducing activity for many L2
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writers. By asking students to use L1s in different stages (e.g., brainstorming,
free writing, working on the first draft, providing peer responses), students
may feel empowered and confident in their writing. This could be an
approach to change perceptions of multilingual students and motivate
them to become more competent L2 writers in the future.
Limitations
This pilot project is focused on the perceptions of students when using
their L1 in peer review sessions, but does so with a limited number of
participants. In order to conduct a more rigorous research study on this
topic, more participants are needed. Also the use of recording devices to
capture interactions during the peer review activities is encouraged. Students
can then be asked in a simulated recall to watch the video interactions and
remember what they were thinking at the time.
A drawback for those who would like to utilize L1 peer reviews is the
possibility of having students who do not share L1s in the writing class.
Instructors could potentially ameliorate this by reaching out to the Global
Education Office to find out whether there are other students with this
language background. If possible, the instructor could arrange a 15-minute
meeting as a pedagogical exercise for the student writer. The student who
is willing to help could be recognized as a guest lecturer or speaker role
for the course. Other, perhaps more creative options may be available in
individualized contexts.
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Encouraging Active Participation in
Dialogic Feedback through Assessment
as Learning
Claire Louise Rodway
Griffith University
Sustainable feedback practices, that can encourage self-regulation of performance and improvement in future work beyond an immediate task, require
our students to be active participants in, and users of, the feedback we provide. Critical to this participation are the internal feedback mechanisms of
reflection and self-assessment. They require students to make evaluations
about their own writing without the aid of external agents, which in turn
can encourage better use of teacher feedback. Moreover, dialogic collaborative feedback that encourages this type of self-evaluation through interactive
cover sheets has been featured in existing practitioner research studies. This
teaching article presents an extension to the use of such cover sheets to include student self-evaluation and reflection in relation to specific marking
criteria as part of an existing feedback cycle on a first-year undergraduate
course. Observations from the practitioner research presented here highlight
how the inclusion of such rubric criteria not only helped to develop students’
confidence in independently monitoring and evaluating their writing but
also heightened awareness of the rhetorical features of their texts.
Keywords: assessment as learning, internal feedback, self-reflection, self-evaluation, dialogic feedback
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Introduction
A feedback process is an essential component of any writing pedagogy,
but within this process, the teacher is not the only responder. As students
write, they also internally monitor and evaluate their own work in relation
to intended performance. The traditional conceptualization of feedback
as an episodic event, wherein the student writes and the teacher responds,
ignores this crucial role of student agency and the importance of these
internal feedback processes (Nicol, 2013). If, instead, we conceptualize the
function of feedback as serving to develop our learners’ ability to make
evaluative internal judgments of their own writing, then the teacher-centric
concept of external feedback provision is no longer as generative (Boud,
2007; Cowan, 2010; Sadler, 2010). Effective feedback practices, therefore,
should facilitate this self-evaluation and assessment of learning (Nicol
& McFarlane-Dick, 2006). When students are given opportunities to
self-evaluate and reflect in response to feedback input (external or internal) and to utilize their evaluations to build knowledge—what Nicol
(2013) calls “reflective knowledge building”—our feedback practices become
more “sustainable,” or in other words, “support and inform the student on
the current task, whilst also developing the ability to self-regulate performance on future tasks” (Carless, Salter, Yang, & Lam, 2011, p. 397).
Within a critical and reflective writing pedagogy, a dialogic and
collaborative feedback process can enable students to become reflective,
independent learners. The purpose of such dialogic feedback is to inform,
diagnose, promote, and extend student learning (Alexander, 2006). A
dialogic feedback process, with the student positioned as initiator rather
than simply recipient, requires feedback to be not only a measurement of
performance but also a collaborative and communicative event realized as
interaction between giver and receiver or teacher and student (Evans, 2013;
Nicol, 2010; Winstone, Nash, Rowntree, & Parker, 2016). Sustainable and
dialogic feedback requires that students have opportunities to reflect on,
review, and put into practice feedback input—both external and internal
(Nicol, 2013). Students have generally been found to have a preference for
external feedback that outlines for them specifically what to do to improve
a particular piece of writing (Crisp, 2007), as in for example, indirect or
direct coding of accuracy errors (or “red-inking”) in written corrective
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feedback of L2 writing. Studies suggest, however, that for feedback to
effectively enable students to make improvements to their writing, they
need to be encouraged to not only be active users of external feedback but
also to develop their ability to generate internal feedback. This requires that
they can self-assess and evaluate independently of the teacher as responder.
Students also need to understand why this type of learner agency is
important (Nicol & McFarlane-Dick, 2006; Winstone et al., 2016), and how
development of these metacognitive skills of self-evaluation can help “in
developing a mindset of proactive recipience” (Winstone et al., 2016, p. 14).
Previous studies have identified the usefulness of self-evaluative
activities in developing writing skills using tools such as interactive cover
sheets (Bloxham & Campbell, 2010) or adaptations of Nancy Sommers’
(2013) “Dear Reader” letters to encourage collaboration in a dialogic
feedback cycle between student and teacher (Ferris, 2014; Goldstein,
2005; Hoon Lee, Ping Leong, & Song, 2017; Shvidko, 2015). By requiring
students to take an active role as a first step in this feedback cycle, these
cover sheets can help to facilitate the internal feedback process that is
essential to successful writing. Feedback literacy, however, also requires the
ability to read, interpret, and use external written feedback commentary
(Sutton, 2012). Students need to be able to understand and use feedback as
it relates to the criteria through which their writing is assessed if teachers’
external feedback is to develop learning and improve performance. If
students do not understand the terminology of the marking criteria or
are not able to relate rubric criteria to their own writing, then subsequent
external feedback has little value (Jones, Allen, Dunn, & Brooker, 2017). As
such, teachers need to extend self-review activities to encourage students
to critically evaluate their writing in relation to assessment criteria as an
additional resource to direct student learning and writing development.
As part of the “assessment for learning” (AfL) movement, “assessment
as learning” (AaL) has been suggested as having a central role in promoting
this type of learner independence and reflexivity. Although feedback
is central to both practices, AfL involves formative support as part of the
assessment process, whereas AaL promotes the development of students’
capacity to self-evaluate their own performance (Earl, 2013; Lam, 2016).
By encouraging these self-regulatory behaviors, such as self-evaluation,
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as part of a dialogic feedback cycle, studies have shown that students can
improve learning (Dann, 2002, 2014; Earl, 2013; Nicol & McFarlane-Dick,
2006; Torrance, 2007) and develop self-regulation in writing (Andrade
& Evans, 2013; Ferris & Hedgcock, 2014). Whereas AfL can facilitate
students’ development of writing through alternative assessment, such as
feedback on drafts or student-teacher writing consultations/conferences,
AaL positions learners as active agents developing metacognitive capacities
for self-evaluation through engagement with specific criteria or rubrics
(Crisp, 2007; Lam, 2016; Small & Attree, 2015). The distinction between
AfL and AaL here, then, is somewhat analogous with that of the concepts
of “learning to write,” where students are learning to express themselves
in writing, and “writing to learn,” where writing is used to develop writing
skills in the context of a discipline-specific area (Manchón, 2011).

Context
This practitioner inquiry was undertaken in the tutorial classes of a
first-year undergraduate language and communication program that I taught
in two different thirteen-week semesters at one campus of an Australian
university. This is a discipline-specific credited program for EAL (English
as an additional language) students undertaken in the first semester of
their first year of study (for more details see Fenton-Smith, Humphreys,
Walkinshaw, Michael, & Lobo, 2015). In total, the cover sheet was used in
three classes I was teaching from two of the university’s academic groupings (Business, and Arts, Humanities, and Social Sciences). In these classes, the assignment task comprised a 1,000-word thesis-driven analytical
essay. In the Language and Communication for Business class, students
wrote an analysis of a business leader using a leadership style framework
taken from a prescribed reading. In the other classes in the Language
and Communication for Arts, Humanities, and Social Sciences course,
students chose a key theory, approach, or genre from their discipline to
write about. The primary purpose of the written assignment task on these
discipline-specific programs is to enable students to apply information
literacy, critical reading and writing skills, as well as demonstrate language
proficiency in developing and communicating ideas effectively. The process
for the provision of feedback was also the same across both courses. In
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week 7 of the 13-week course, students submitted an assignment draft on
which written commentary and corrective feedback was then provided in
relation to four marking criteria—task fulfilment, coherence and cohesion,
grammar, and vocabulary. All feedback was provided electronically using
the Turnitin’s GradeMark facility. The draft was a formative assignment
and only the final submission was graded. The draft was returned with
comments in week 9, and students submitted their final paper in week 12.
The feedback process for the written assignment currently takes place
within a wider framework of existing activities, as part of a dialogic feedback
cycle, that are designed to encourage metacognition and self-evaluation
and thus develop learner agency. Students engage with marking standards
and criteria through evaluation of exemplars as part of their preparation
for submission of draft assignments for formative assessment. This type
of “student training” is important for successful AaL (Boud & Falchikov,
2006). However, the starting point of this feedback cycle was the teacher
as responder to students’ draft assignments. Following the return of these
formative comments, students reflect on the feedback they have received
using a feedback reflection sheet by commenting on how they will use the
external feedback to improve their paper in regards to the four marking
criteria. Subsequently students revise and resubmit their paper, which is
then graded and returned with summative feedback. Students then have
another opportunity to consult with teachers about the final feedback they
have received.
Data Collection
Practitioner inquiry or “insider research” is dependent on an in-depth
knowledge of context and participants and is usually driven by an initial
problem or issue in the teacher’s practice so that “the research question
addresses something that the practitioner wants to do better or understand
more clearly” (Herr & Anderson, 2005, p. 73). The size of classes and the
limited face-to-face contact time available on these programs (two hours
per week per tutorial class) means that writing consultations/conferences
with each student, which I facilitated during week 9 in class time on return
of drafts with feedback, were extremely limited. Realistically I could only
ever achieve a maximum of three to five minutes per student, and even then,
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I was unable to accommodate every student. The efficacy of the feedback
process and the ability of the students to use my feedback independently is,
therefore, especially important.
To encourage development of self-regulatory behaviors, I adapted the
concept of an interactive cover sheet to include self-evaluation in relation
to the specific criteria that I would be using to provide formative feedback,
and later a summative grade, on my students’ writing (see Appendix).
I reasoned that this would enable them to take a more active role in a
dialogic feedback process. By responding directly to my students’ own
reflections and evaluation of their writing, I also hoped that my external
feedback could supplement and encourage learner-generated feedback.
Additionally, by asking students to direct their evaluation to the explicit
criteria, I felt this could potentially increase self-confidence in meeting the
expectations of the task.
The Assessment as Learning Tool
After submitting their drafts electronically, I asked students to
complete the interactive self-reflection and assessment cover sheet during
their tutorial, while referring to their own original copy of the draft.
For the purposes of this tool, I conflated the criteria of grammar and
vocabulary (see Appendix) to encourage students to think more about
language function than form and to hopefully discourage the broad and
vague comments that students often make in their self-evaluation of these
areas. Barriers to the usefulness of such an intervention can be a lack of
understanding of its purpose, benefits, and importantly, knowing how to
complete the task effectively (Boud & Falchikov, 2006; Dann, 2002, 2014;
Nicol & McFarlane-Dick, 2006; Shvidko, 2015). I therefore spent time
explaining to the students about the dialogic and collaborative nature of
writing and reviewing and provided examples. I also explained that it was
not necessary for them to make comments for every criterion but only
where they felt they wanted to or where they felt it might best improve
their writing. This also provided the opportunity to unpack, reflect, and
share discussion of the assessment criteria itself; a process which has been
identified as important in dialogic and collaborative feedback (Juway et al.,
2004). When providing my feedback on students’ drafts, I tried to respond
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to each individual student’s AaL reflection and evaluation sheet in my own
margin and summative comments. Figure 1 illustrates a schematic of the
process.
Draft submission

AaL tool
(internal
feedback)

Teacher formative comments
on draft (external
feedback)

Student
(internal)
reflection
on external
feedback

Final submission
(summative external feedback)

Figure 1. AaL tool as part of feedback process

Discussion
The following presents selected extracts from the dialogic feedback
cycles of two students, one from each of the classes in the two academic
groupings. These extracts focus on the marking criteria task fulfillment and
coherence and cohesion in relation to the thesis-driven essays written by a
Business student (Sylvia, see Figures 2–3) and an Arts, Humanities, and
Social Science student (Leo, see Figures 4–5). Pseudonyms have been used
to maintain confidentiality. Student writing is presented verbatim with no
corrections made.
In the first extract, from Sylvia’s interactive self-evaluation cover sheet
(see Figure 2), she attempts to articulate her concerns about connecting
her research to her thesis. She recognizes that her paragraphs have a
suitable structure but speculates that the lack of support is the reason for
this disconnect in certain sections of her essay. Nevertheless, in evaluating
her own strengths, Sylvia acknowledges her efforts in finding suitable
supporting information.
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I need feedback/help with the following areas:

Coherence & cohesion
•

•

I think I have good evidences/ideas but in
structure of introduction and discussion of first leadership style I don’t
conclusion appropriate for an think it connect it well to answer question. So paragraph is good structure but it
academic essay
doesn’t seem so good support maybe??
clear topic sentence and
one main idea in each body
paragraph

•

ideas developed, supported,
and logically grouped in
paragraphs

•

appropriate mix of cohesive
devices

My paper has the following
strengths:

I’m pleased with the research I’ve made
to discuss my point of view. I think I have
made good references to the leadership
style framework given.

Figure 2. Extract from Sylvia’s interactive self-assessment and reflection
cover sheet—Business essay
Through the internal monitoring of her own writing, Sylvia is beginning
to realize that there are potential problems for the reader in understanding
the development of her controlling idea, even though her paragraph has
good structure and she has some “good evidences/ideas,” and so asks for
external feedback to help resolve this. She has also recognized that these are
problems attributable to the criterion coherence and cohesion as described
in the assessment criteria.
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Out of the four main leadership styles outline by Darling & Leffel (2010), Wei
Jianjun the CEO of Great Wall Motors, could be regarded as a Creator. These
leaders tend to look for something new and fresh, in other word, they are risk
takers (Darling & Leffel, 2010). Wei Jianjun was able to create different types
of auto mobiles such as Sedans, SUVs and Pickup Trucks that he was inspired
from the pickup trucks in Thailand during his business trip and decided to
make his own (Gulliver, C. 2012). [This is a good example Sylvia but it
needs to be developed so that it justifies your controlling idea. You need
to explain to me how/why this was a risk. How were these different to the
types of vehicles made before in China? What was it about the pickup
trucks in Thailand that inspired him?]. Also, Great Wall had foreign standards when it comes to safety and emissions, they also build their own crashtest track whereas the other automakers had to send their vehicles overseas to
a government organization for crash testing (Anderson G., 2012). [Again, a
good example but your line of reasoning is not clear. How do the foreign
standards and the crash-test track initiatives demonstrate that he has
Creator-like characteristics Sylvia? Remember you need to justify the
claim you make by clearly linking the evidence. In other words, you have
made a claim—Weijun is a Creator who is a risk taker—and you have
given an example of the foreign standards etc., but I can’t see how the evidence justifies or supports the claim. If you can put this information in,
it becomes your voice/analysis which is what I want to see in your essay
as well as the good examples that you have.] Through these aspects, Wei
was able to comprehend Great Wall into a more diverse automaker company
by developing new and fresh ideas from travels and experiences knowing the
possible risks it may have.
Extract from summative comments: You indicated that you thought
your Creator paragraph had some problems Sylvia. To improve this,
you need to develop some of the ideas and create a more logical line of
reasoning as I’ve indicated in my comments. Remember as your reader
I need to be able to reach the same conclusions based on the argument
you have developed in the paragraph; if I can’t then I’m not able to interpret your intended meaning correctly. Have a look back at your class
notes where we discussed developing ideas clearly in paragraphs for the
reader.

Figure 3. Extract from feedback on Sylvia’s draft essay—Business essay.
Written commentary feedback shown here in bold would have appeared as
electronic margin comments on original.
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As evidenced in my later feedback comments (see Figure 3), I am able
to confirm Sylvia’s own evaluation of the problems she had evidenced in her
writing in relation to this specific criterion, and then to draw on previous
classroom instruction (viz., justification of evidence in relation to claims
to enable reader coherence) to provide a way for her to use my responses to
improve her writing. Of course, I might well have given the same comments
on this paragraph without reading Sylvia’s own evaluations; however, in
enabling Sylvia to come to these conclusions independently and then by
validating this self-evaluation with my feedback comments, her confidence
in her own self-assessment competency would have been enhanced. Sylvia’s
initial internal feedback about elements of the cohesion and coherence of
her essay were confirmed by my external feedback response as “reader”
and her intended revisions guided by my feedback comments as “teacher.” This
is evidenced in her feedback reflection, where she articulates how she will
improve in this area for her final submission, identifying that she needs to
“properly discuss/explain my examples put in more of my voice and make
my thinking clear to reader.”
In thinking about the particular areas of her writing that she needs
help with, and correctly aligning those with the criterion coherence and
cohesion, Sylvia is beginning to develop the metacognitive and rhetorical
skills that are important for successful academic writing. This positions her
as an active participant in this dialogic feedback cycle, initiating a feedback
“conversation” and stimulating my external feedback.
In the next set of examples, Leo has identified problems with the overall
position of his analytical essay in terms of task fulfillment on his interactive
cover sheet (see Figure 4). He has chosen to write about the topic of 3D
technology and recognizes that he has a good example in the movie Avatar.
However, he expresses his confusion about how to combine his analysis of
the impact of 3D technology and a review of the movie.
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Criterion:

I need feedback/help with the following areas:

Task fulfillment
• all aspects of task
addressed
• ideas indicate depth of
knowledge
• a clear and consistent
position maintained
throughout
• academic conventions
followed, including formatting and
referencing

I want to analysis and evaluate this film as critical
review of movie and talk about 3D technology
impact. I am confused that how to explain my film
and demonstrate key point.

My paper has the following strengths:

This is a good film to choose for the technology
because it has interesting technology aspects to
analyze.

Figure 4. Extract from Leo’s interactive self-assessment and reflection cover
sheet—Arts, Humanities, and Social Sciences essay
In my subsequent feedback comments on Leo’s draft (see Figure 5), I
highlight how his confusion is realized in his introduction, resulting in a
lack of focus for his essay and subsequent body paragraphs. In this way,
I can validate his internal monitoring, both of the problems he needs help
with and also of the strengths he has correctly identified. As with my comments to Sylvia, I draw on this internal feedback as a starting point for the
comments I make about the conflicting topics of Leo’s proposed response
and the suggestions I make for applying my external feedback.
In turn, my external comments serve to trigger more learner-generated feedback as Leo processes how he will apply my suggested revisions
in terms of the criterion task fulfillment—“My thesis statement needs
to be clearer. Actually I couldn’t make sense of what my topic was before I
started draft so this was a problem, but now I have a good idea to make
my topic 3D technology and use Avatar film as examples.” His comments
suggest a growing awareness about the cause of the problem he has asked
for help with and confidence in his ability to apply the external feedback
he has received.
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There is a very important fact, we can no longer ignore the importance of 3d
technology since the 3D movies began to spread in our lives. The most typical
representative works is the “Avatar”, this movie using rich 3D technology
to meet the visual needs of the audience. Some people think that ‘dramatic
power’ (Campbell, Jones & Datny, 2013, p.295) lets science and technology
shocked the film industry. On the other hand, many people think 3d technology changes the way of the original design, which is destruction for design.
[You need to make the focus of your essay clearer Leo. I’m not sure what
your thesis is at the moment. Do you mean you are going to use Avatar
as a case study to analyse the impact (good or bad) of 3D technology
on film ‘design’? If so, express this in a thesis statement along with your
overall conclusion about this.]
Extract from summative comments: Leo—you have said in your self-assessment of your draft that you were confused about how to link the
movie you have chosen with your key point. You have told me that you
wanted this to be a critical analysis of the film Avatar, but also an analysis of the impact of 3D technology on films. But then in your thesis,
you state that the purpose is to analyse the effects of 3D technology on
‘design’. In the body of your essay, you have described the storyline of the
film itself as you might do for a review, but you haven’t related this to 3D
technology or film design. You’ve got 3 different topics and I think this
is why you are getting confused about how to progress your response.
You are right that Avatar is a good film choice for discussing 3D technology and maybe a good way to progress your response would be to
discuss 3D technology and its impact on film production using Avatar
for examples – like a case study. Once you have decided on one topic,
you will be able to write a clearer introduction and thesis statement, and
develop your body paragraph discussion more effectively.

Figure 5. Extract from feedback on Leo’s draft essay—arts, humanities,
and social sciences essay. Written commentary feedback shown here in
bold would have appeared as electronic margin comments on original.

Suggestions/Applications
The motivation for this practitioner enquiry was a need to improve
the practical aspects of my students’ feedback literacy so that they would
be able to read, think about, and use my responses to their writing more
independently. My rationale for including the marking criteria and
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descriptors in the pre-draft self-reflection and evaluation sheet was based
on the concept of “assessment as learning.” As shown in the selected extracts,
extending an interactive cover sheet in this way helped my students to
align their own internally generated feedback with the rhetorical features
of their texts that were being assessed. This exercise also contributed to
developing students’ self-confidence in their own metacognitive skills and
in their ability to improve their writing. I believe that a certain degree of
self-respect was also generated through this type of self-assessment as the
exercise encouraged students to acknowledge their own value as a “rhetor”
and writer. Positioning my students as active agents in a dialogic feedback
cycle also helped to improve my own confidence in teaching writing and
providing feedback as I addressed their specific concerns, responding as
both reader and teacher.
As a practitioner inquiry, my discussion of the use of this tool is, of
course, specific only to the context of my own teaching and within my own
classrooms. The extracts presented in this paper were purposively selected
from students who engaged with the process effectively, and there were
others who were not so successful in this. The written assignment process
on this program only allowed for one opportunity to carry out this exercise,
and for those students who had lower levels of language proficiency or who
had previously experienced a more teacher-centric feedback process, this
does not appear to be enough. For many first-year students, self-regulatory
behaviors and self-evaluative practices are new concepts and as such
mastery of AaL-related skills can only be achieved with systematic training
or teacher support (Sadler, 1998), which given the limited contact time
available, was going to be difficult, at least initially. Nevertheless, enough
students engaged with the process to encourage me to continue my use of
this tool as an additional resource for developing students’ metacognitive
composition strategies and to recommend its trialing to other teachers. Such
a pedagogical technique also has merit for inclusion in teacher development
and training programs alongside discussion of how formative assessment
can be used to not only provide feedback on past performance but also to
inform future learning by developing students’ capacity for self-evaluation
and reflection.
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Appendix
Interactive Cover Sheet
The aim of this sheet is to help you to read your writing critically and
communicate areas on which you would like feedback from me. Please
try to point to specific areas and describe them explicitly. You only
need to complete sections that you think you need help with—you do not
necessarily have to comment on all criteria. Complete this in the week 7
tutorial (i.e., after you have submitted your draft electronically).
Criteria

I would like feedback/help with
the following areas:

Task fulfillment
• all aspects of the task addressed
• ideas indicate depth of knowledge
about the topic
• a clear and consistent position maintained throughout
• academic conventions followed, including formatting & referencing

Coherence & cohesion
• structure of introduction and conclusion appropriate for an academic
report
• clear topic sentence and one main
idea in each body paragraph
• ideas developed, supported and logically grouped in paragraphs
• appropriate mix and use of cohesive
devices
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Grammar and Vocabulary
• accuracy of grammar
• range of sentence structures
• appropriate punctuation
• able to convey precise meaning and
tone through choice of words
• range of appropriate vocabulary,
including discipline-specific terms
• accuracy of spelling

My paper has the following strengths:
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W

ritten corrective feedback (WCF) has been increasingly attracting researchers in second language acquisition (SLA) as
well as second language (L2) writing practitioners. Bitchener
and Storch, two renowned WCF researchers, define WCF as “a written response to a linguistic error that has been made in the writing of a text by
an L2 learner” (p. 1). This increasing interest in WCF is understandable
because the implementation of WCF is time-consuming as well as pedagogically imperative. However, it is widely known that learners keep making
the same error, and thus teachers’ efforts do not pay off easily. Therefore,
with the increasing number of published research, it is beneficial to review
studies about WCF to synthesize findings and identify issues to guide future research. To this end, Written Corrective Feedback for L2 Development
comprehensively reviews WCF studies, especially those conducted under
cognitive and sociocultural perspectives, the two major driving forces in
this domain.
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The cognitive perspective has been extensively applied to SLA
studies. Bitchener and Storch first touch upon the difference between
learning and acquisition and other dualisms in relation to this difference.
Documenting this basic concept is critical because WCF studies almost
always report the development of learning, the one better represented by
explicit knowledge given that writing involves the cyclical awareness
of language form. In addition, the authors summarize how explicit
knowledge could be converted into implicit knowledge based on skill
acquisition theory. Also, the development model surrounding WCF is
theoretically suggestive of how and why learners do or do not benefit
from WCF. While acknowledging individual and contextual factors at
work, Bitchener and Storch claim that learners’ attention is mandatory
for WCF to be effective: unattended WCF is unlikely to contribute to
modified accurate output, or the accurate revision, which is the first step
toward consolidation or the accurate production in a new text.
The fundamental question about WCF is whether the provision of
WCF is effective for L2 learning. To answer this question, Bitchener and
Storch survey studies before 1996 and identify pervasive methodological
flaws. However, the authors report that recent studies are more sophisticated thanks to Truscott’s counterargument against WCF. Their survey of
studies since 1996 show that WCF is effective for learners’ editing ability
as well as their performance in a new piece of writing. The question,
then, is what kind of WCF is more effective than another. To answer this
inquiry, Bitchener and Storch present studies comparing multiple types of
WCF. They list comparisons about WCF of different explicitness, elaboration, and comprehensiveness. Despite a number of studies, as Bitchener
and Storch suggest, any conclusions are currently hard to draw due to
the limited number of well-designed empirical studies as well as replication studies.
After introducing the cognitive perspective, Bitchener and Storch
present sociocultural theory. What distinguishes this perspective from
the cognitive perspective is that it considers learning to be dialogically
co-constructed knowledge instead of something independent. To tease
apart the framework, this chapter presents three key tenets: the Zone of
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Proximal Development (ZPD) and scaffolding, mediation, and activity
theory. In this theory, L2 learning occurs through the mediation between
learners and external assistance, where learners gradually internalize
previously other-regulated items and become capable of performing independently. Studies informed by this perspective usually involve multidimensional observations, such as the source of WCF, the perception of
WCF providers, and prior learning experience. Due to the complexity of
phenomena on question, studies of this kind usually recruit a few participants and report qualitative results. Bitchener and Storch claim that
discussing WCF from this perspective helps us better understand the
reason underlying its effectiveness and ineffectiveness.
Then, empirical studies designed under sociocultural theory are
presented. In terms of scaffolding, Bitchener and Storch emphasize the
importance of WCF that takes individual differences into account. This
statement is intuitively reasonable because, for instance, as previously
speculated, the effectiveness of metalinguistic explanation would be
subject to learners’ prior knowledge about the target language. Still, the
authors call for more studies to prove the superior effects of scaffolding
WCF compared with random WCF. Their survey on computer-mediated
WCF studies also indicates the influence of tools on interaction between a
provider and receiver of WCF. The subsequent section discusses WCF from
the perspective of activity theory, where a variety of factors organically
affect teachers’ operationalization of WCF, learners’ response, and learners’
provision of WCF. Given the complexity of the WCF scenario informed by
reported studies, it would be justifiable that the sociocultural perspective
identifies issues in a complementary way to the cognitive perspective.
In the last chapter, the authors put forward important recommendations
for future research. First, for the cognitive perspective, though the collection
of studies indicates the positive effectiveness of WCF, their findings are
limited to certain linguistic features that are usually simple rule-based,
and studies are needed to test the generalizability to more idiosyncratic
features. Second, the authors suggest that future studies should be solidly
designed so that a purer comparison with past studies can be made. Third,
they argue for the necessity of exploring individual differences, such
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as working memory and belief, which may moderate the effectiveness of
WCF. Furthermore, the authors encourage a more longitudinal implementation of WCF treatment instead of a one-shot treatment. Last, they call for
studies that closely examine why, how, and under what conditions learners
benefit from and dismiss WCF.
Regarding studies driven by sociocultural theory, the commonplace drawback is its small scale and the lack of a pre-posttest protocol.
Therefore, Bitchener and Storch suggest that future studies should recruit
more participants to report generalizable findings about L2 development
measured as product. However, at the same time, they admit that WCF
believed to be effective under sociocultural theory, such as teacher-provided
scaffolding, is extremely time-consuming. One recommended complementary technique is the use of computer. Basing their claim on computerized
dynamic assessment, the authors recommend future WCF researchers to
explore automated scaffolding WCF. Also, future studies should explore
to what extent engagement depends on a mediation tool, such as learners’
first language and computer. Bitchener and Storch ask for further application of activity theory to WCF studies to heuristically reveal factors underlying facilitation and impediment of L2 learning in WCF.
In the six chapters, there is no doubt that the authors comprehensively
cover and critically evaluate studies about WCF. However, any publication
suffers from its limited scope. First, the authors’ definition of WCF does
not completely reflect WCF practice or studies. For instance, when a faceto-face conference is held, a provider and receiver would end up only with
oral negotiation about the written text without written comments. Also,
teachers may use visual feedback in the form of video. Thus, limiting
WCF to “a written response” seems to exclude error correction in other
modalities that should be welcomed as another mediation tool. Second,
there are more advantages of automated WCF than what is presented
in the book. Specifically, though teachers usually offer WCF after the
completion of writing, computer programs, such as Grammarly, provide
WCF even during the task. The importance of timing of feedback has been
documented in educational psychology as well as in SLA, and thus further
recommendation for future studies can be made on this feature as well.
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In spite of these limitations, the authors’ work is tremendously valuable
for all who are interested in the topic, such as graduate students, writing
instructors, and researchers. Especially for practitioners, the authors’
caveat about the interpretation of individual studies is helpful in order for
them not to mindlessly apply the results to their practice. It is commonly
understood that teachers cannot fully apply results of research to their
actual classroom, and, instead, they need to translate the findings into
their context. Furthermore, from the researcher’s perspective, I am grateful
for their encouragement of approximate replication studies, particularly for
quantitative studies comparing various types of WCF. Accordingly, I am
sure that the book is one of the references that present and future WCF
researchers and practitioners will find extremely useful.
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